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Abstract 
This study examines the state of food sustainability at WPI. After defining the concept of food 
sustainability, we analyzed the sustainability of the food system on-campus and among off-
campus Greek houses and how improvements could be made to increase sustainability. Using 
interviews and a community-wide survey, we have identified possible initiatives that could be 
applied on and off campus to help increase food sustainability through education and increasing 
local food options. 
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Executive Summary 
A sustainable food system is one that provides environmentally friendly, healthy, locally 
sourced food that is readily available and affordable to all. The current food system, both on 
campus and off campus, at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) does not yet meet these 
criteria, so there is room for improvement. We felt it was necessary to assess and help improve 
food sustainability at WPI because we can see sustainability being an issue for not only us, but 
for future generations at WPI. We developed several objectives to address what we thought 
would help improve sustainability. The first was to determine what kind of understanding, if any, 
the campus community had about the topic of food sustainability. The next was to find out what 
kind of sustainability initiatives have already been implemented in the campus food system. 
Another objective was to determine what sort of food acquisition systems existed in the Greek 
organizations on campus. We determined what local food sources there are in the Worcester 
area. Also, we determined what the other Worcester area colleges are doing to address food 
sustainability. These objectives helped us make recommendations to help improve food 
sustainability at WPI. 
To accomplish our objectives, every member of the WPI community was given the 
opportunity to participate in a survey about food sustainability. We asked what they thought 
sustainability was, how they would rate the food sustainability on campus and/or in their Greek 
house, and their thoughts about farmers markets and community supported agriculture. A cost 
benefit analysis was conducted to compare food purchasing options. 
From the survey, we found that the undergraduate population was largely uninformed 
about the concept of food sustainability and the current efforts to support this in place at WPI 
Dining Facilities. In addition, responses from the Greek houses provided some insight into their 
xiv 
 
food systems; however the limited number of responses from members of the Greek community 
limited our ability to obtain a complete understanding of their systems and willingness to be 
more sustainable. The WPI female fraternities showed far more interest in sustainable food 
options than the male fraternities. The survey also generated responses about Community 
Supported Agriculture (CSA) and farmers markets. These responses showed that there was 
strong interest among WPI community member in attending farmers markets and potentially 
participating in a CSA. 
A series of interviews with WPI community members who had specific insights into 
certain aspects of the campus food system helped us understand what actions Chartwells is 
taking, how the food system on campus works, and who gave us a look into the produce 
distribution for Chartwells. More interviewed with Greek community spokespersons gave us an 
idea of what sustainability means to the entire Greek community, their interest in improving their 
food sustainability, and what might be feasible based on the constraints of the Greek houses. 
To identify local food sources we attended various local farmers markets.  At these 
markets we interviewed the Market Director of Greater Worcester Farmers Markets, the Farmers 
Market Coordinator for the Regional Environmental Council, and various farmers who were in 
attendance.  The key topics that we discussed were their thoughts on whether or not WPI could 
sustain a farmers market and the best options for making it viable. 
In order to learn about what other Worcester colleges were doing to improve their food 
sustainability, we interviewed the Business Manager at Clark University, and the Assistant 
Director of Dining Services at the College of the Holy Cross. We were exposed to different 
methods used to promote food sustainability. Clark University has been effective in presenting 
what they were doing to their students through various media. Holy Cross has educated their 
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staff with a more open dialogue between students and the dining service staff. In addition, they 
advertise when local food items are available and from where they are sourced. 
This project collected and analyzed information from a broad range of the WPI 
community about the 2010-2011 state of WPI food sustainability efforts and awareness. On the 
WPI campus, active initiatives in the food system related to waste reduction and recycling have 
led to a significant decrease in the footprint that WPI leaves on the environment, however 
students remain largely unaware of these efforts. We also found that there was a lack of 
knowledge about food sustainability in the student body. We recommend that there be programs 
for incoming students educating them on the importance of food sustainability as well as 
advertising the current initiatives at WPI.  
There are improvements the WPI community could make. Off-campus, there are few 
students who buy sustainably produced food, and there are no strong initiatives in place in WPI‟s 
Greek houses. Suggestions to ameliorate these inadequacies include general education of 
students, implementation of more media in on-campus dining facilities and farmers markets, and 
the introduction of a WPI community supported agriculture system.  
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1.0 Introduction 
Sustainable food is a growing topic in the United States. As the topic has become more 
popular, the opinions of the American public have been evolving, and a movement has been 
emerging over the past decade towards higher standards for care, quality and sustainability in 
food. On one side of the food sustainability issue, a major contributor to the discussion is the 
evolution of corporate farming. In the mid-1900s corporate farms became less concerned about 
food quality and more interested in maximizing profit margins (Pollan, 2006). Due to high 
volumes of production, corporate farms were less able to control quality. Smaller farms do not 
usually encounter such problems because of lower volumes of production. Unlike large farms, 
however, small farms cannot meet global food needs without significantly altering modern 
corporate infrastructure and other entrenched institutions. Small farms do not have the ability to 
produce massive quantities of food on their limited amount of land. Large farms, in contrast, are 
able to efficiently produce mass quantities of food for the growing world population. The current 
state of world agriculture affords individuals access to a plethora of food options that may or 
may not be sustainable. Institutions, such as universities, often face the same issues when 
providing food to a great number of people on a regular basis. 
 In conformity with a movement directed towards increasing food sustainability in 
America, Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) would ideally like to provide food that has no 
chemicals or antibiotics and meat from animals that have been raised in an open-range 
environment. While the dairy products on WPI‟s campus are hormone and antibiotic-free, the 
school‟s dining facilities are still far from providing completely sustainable food. Moreover, 
approximately half of the undergraduate student body does not live on campus and might not, 
currently, purchase sustainable food. There are 446 students who currently live off campus in 
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Greek houses, which do not have sustainable food systems. For those who do live on campus, it 
is apparent that Chartwells, WPI‟s catering and dining service provider, has taken major strides 
to provide WPI with sustainable food.  
WPI‟s Chartwells service has spent 27% of its food budget on food from local sources 
(Green Report Card, 2010). This 27% is spent on seafood, milk, fresh fruit, and vegetables. 
Starting in 2009 Chartwells offered farmers markets to students twice a year coordinated through 
their staff and FreshPoint, a local food distributor. This gives an opportunity to on-campus as 
well as off-campus students to purchase locally grown food. Unlike Chartwells, the Greek 
houses have not taken major strides towards making their food systems more sustainable. Some 
steps that Greek houses have taken include purchasing food in bulk or via catering services, 
which may reduce packaging waste. Houses that have contracted catering services may even, 
unknowingly, be provided with some sustainable food. 
Although Chartwells and the Greek community have made some efforts to improve the 
availability of sustainable food, students still lack regular access to this sort of food. Other 
Worcester area colleges are providing their students with a larger variety of locally grown food 
that comes from a greater number of sources. Chartwells has also not met leading sustainability 
standards for all food types available in WPI dining facilities (Green Report Card, 2010). In 
regard to the students living in Greek houses, there are many opportunities for improvement. 
There are different types of systems in place among Greek houses, each providing varying 
amounts of sustainable food. Some of these houses could change to viable sustainable food 
systems. This would provide a significantly larger amount of the student body with sustainable 
food. But how to achieve greater food sustainability both on and off campus is still uncertain. 
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The goal of this project was to help facilitate the development of a more sustainable food 
system for WPI. Some of our objectives were to define food sustainability, as well as determine 
the current status of Chartwells‟ and the Greek Houses‟ food systems. We researched what 
initiatives toward sustainable food were occurring on other college campuses, and identified the 
status of similar initiatives within the WPI community. The perception and education of the WPI 
population was also evaluated to determine what level of understanding of food sustainability 
there was on campus. Investigation of local food sources for sustainable options was conducted 
to determine whether an off campus sustainable food option is viable. Practical ideas for the WPI 
community to increase its food sustainability were developed based on our research. 
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2.0 Background 
 Food sustainability itself is a vague topic, generally referring to the balance of many 
factors of food sourcing. These factors include environmental conservation, economics, social 
equity, government regulation and food safety. All the factors are significant and must be 
examined individually, as well as all of them as a whole to truly understand food sustainability. 
The following chapter contains background research commenting on these factors as they are 
relevant around the world and Worcester Polytechnic Institute. 
2.1 Defining Food Sustainability 
The United Nations (1987) defined sustainability as “meeting present needs without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs” (General Assembly). This 
definition can be taken a step further by defining a sustainable food system. As defined by The 
American Public Health Association (2010), a sustainable food system is: 
[…] one that provides healthy food to meet current food needs while maintaining healthy 
ecosystems that can also provide food for generations to come with minimal negative 
impact to the environment. A sustainable food system also encourages local production 
and distribution infrastructures and makes nutritious food available, accessible, and 
affordable to all. Further, a sustainable food system is humane and just, protecting 
farmers and other workers, consumers, and communities (Paragraph 4, Sustainable Food 
System).  
The reason sustainability is such a big concern in today‟s world is that many of the detrimental 
consequences of human societies‟ past decisions are starting to be seen. Climate change and the 
sustainability of oil reserves have drawn a great deal of attention in recent years. Food, however, 
is quickly coming to the forefront of sustainability activism because it is a global issue.  
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2.2 The Environment 
It is necessary to keep a healthy environment on farms because they play the important 
role of food production for the world. Current agricultural practices such as the use of hormones 
and pesticides in industrial farming are polluting the world and negatively impacting its 
inhabitants. Many farms in America and elsewhere are producing more crops than the land can 
naturally support. This results in the draining of nutrients from the soil that the farmers use. In 
addition, commercial farms‟ excessive use of chemical fertilizers contaminates the Earth‟s water 
and causes algal blooms, which can have a lethal effect on the ecosystem they are in (Center for 
Environmental Science, 2006). These problems stem directly from the strategy to generate as 
much food as possible without significant thought towards any negative consequences. 
2.2.1 Hormones 
Many hormones are used to increase the size, productivity, and lifespan of animals. This 
can dramatically increase the productivity of a farm by generating more revenue. One of these 
hormones is thyroxine, which increases the size of animals by controlling their metabolism and 
increasing their protein production while minimizing energy consumption (Biology Online, 
2010). Another is Recombinant Bovine Growth Hormone (rBGH), which is used in dairy cows 
to increase milk production (Sustainable Table, 2010a). These hormones can be dangerous, 
however, because they remain in the meat and milk produced from these enhanced cows, which 
are in turn consumed by people. The manure from these cows also leaches hormones into the 
soil. It is spread on and into surface and ground water systems. All of this influences the 
sustainability of food because the health of the cows being consumed by Americans can have an 
effect on human health. In 2002, the Associated Press (2002) published an article stating that 
scientists in the European Union (EU) confirmed that there are health-risks involved with 
consuming cattle that have been treated with hormones. This article was published to reaffirm 
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the EU‟s position on hormone-enhanced beef and to support their reasons for banning its 
importation. 
2.2.2 Pesticides 
Farmers use chemicals to keep unwanted organisms from damaging their crops. These 
chemicals include insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, and rodenticides. The use of some of these 
chemicals lacks sustainability, however, because they cost money, indirectly cause human health 
problems, and are monopolized by major corporations. The makers of the movie, Food Inc., 
discuss Monsanto Corporation and the monopoly it has over the soy bean crop in the Midwest 
(Keener & Pearlstein, 2009). Monsanto patented a strain of soybean that is immune to the 
pesticide Round-up, which they also produce; this cornered the market and forced all the farmers 
to purchase both items. It also has caused a great deal of controversy and lawsuits between 
Monsanto and farmers over patent infringement. 
2.3 Economics  
Economic factors play a large role in business, regardless of size or type of professional 
application. Economics need to be considered when evaluating food sustainability because a 
farmer‟s success relies on a steady income and profitability based on his or her harvests and 
livestock. Economic ideals do not always align with the ideals of sustainability. There is hope of 
compromise of between these ideals to create more sustainable food options for consumers. 
Distributors, processors and institutions are starting to deliver sustainable food to benefit the 
welfare of consumers, however, most sustainable food options are offered at higher prices than 
their less sustainable counterparts. (Omamo, 1998, p. 154-159) Greater food sustainability 
cannot be achieved until sustainable food products become saturated in the market. For this to 
occur, consumers need to be pledge to buy sustainable food and be willing to spend marginally 
more than food market prices that agribusiness has generated. Respectively, agribusiness needs 
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to take a stand to produce food sustainability and reduce the corner cutting that has brought 
prices so low. This will increase the overall sustainability of food provided. With collaborative 
efforts, the farming economy may achieve sustainability while also benefitting farmers, 
consumers, processors and distributors in a more equitable, long-term manner.  
Overproduction of crops is considered production beyond what is necessary for the 
sustenance of consumers. Farming was largely done by individual families until the 1960s, when 
farmers were urged to overproduce and sell excess harvested crops overseas (Johnson, Quance, 
& Peterson, 1973, p. 64-65). The agro-industry was forming and began moving towards 
automated processes to reduce labor costs. Minimal growth in the food market in the 1970s 
forced manufacturers to create their own demand through marketing and new processing 
techniques (Fellows, 2000, p. 193-194). This strategy worked for the short term, but the bubble 
burst in the 1980s, leading to plummeting prices for commodities like corn and other grains 
(Tegene & Kuchler, 1993, p. 230). Instead of balancing the inputs and outputs of the market, 
surplus became the norm. These technological achievements have, over time, made our national 
economy dependent on this surplus. Technological advancements like E85 ethanol utilize the 
surplus of corn to provide fuel for vehicles. During a period when biofuel production and 
emerging market demand was stagnant, the Food and Agriculture Organization food price index 
increased 71% during a 15-month span leading up to March 2008 (World Economy, Ecology & 
Development, 2010). In July 2008, the global speculative economy collapsed back to 2006 
levels, just as it did in the 1980s.  
2.3.1 From the Fields to the Table 
Dealings in an economy take time and effort with varying costs (Omamo, 1998, p. 154-
159). Across the board, transactions cause an increasing amount of handling, reducing the 
economic margins at each step along the way. Businesses work to capitalize on these processes 
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by minimizing the margins at each of these transactions and maximizing profits. The economics 
of food sourcing involves the same factors, with farmers, distributors, processors, retailers, and 
consumers as the key players. The perspective of farmers, consumers and all units in-between 
must be examined in order to understand how food sourcing systems work economically.  
2.3.2 Farmers 
Farmers are crucial economic players in the game of achieving higher levels of food 
sustainability as they produce the food that consumer‟s value and need. Farmers are dependent 
on the market value of the products they grow and the regulations that control crops. When 
considering the farming market in general, regardless of region or locale, competitors drive down 
prices to a point at which market balance is reached. As Michael Pollan (2010) explains: 
In any other business, when the price of the commodity you're selling falls, the smart 
thing to do is to curtail production until demand raises prices. But farmers don't do that, 
because there are so many of them, and because they all operate as individuals, without 
any coordination. So when prices fall farmers actually expand production, in order to 
keep their cash flow from falling. This economically and environmentally disastrous 
phenomenon has resulted in an increase in the American corn harvest from four billion to 
ten billion bushels since the 1970s. 
This business practice drives prices down and causes many farmers to rely on government 
subsidies for income. American farmers through the 19
th
 century were able to produce enough 
food for their families and sometimes had extra for community members. As time went on, the 
industry evolved. Bigger companies took over and began influencing local farmers with more 
advanced technologies for harvesting, growing and processing crops. In 2000, during an 
Antitrust Enforcement Improvement Act hearing, Leland Swenson, President of the National 
Farmers Union, made a statement explaining that four firms in the United States control over half 
9 
 
of the slaughterhouses, flour milling and broiler production facilities (AEIA, p.61). These firms 
regulate what farmers provide and reduce the power of the individual farmer in a national 
system. 
Local famers provide food to a relatively small population, can cater well to the people 
they serve, and have a choice in what they grow. When farmers specialize in what they grow and 
take care of their crops personally, they will attract some consumers who wish to eat sustainably. 
Local farmers generally pride themselves on their ability to tend to their own crops, harvest 
them, and then deliver them to customers (Guthrie, 2006, p. 565). Also, local farmers can use 
fewer pesticides because they can carefully watch over their crops while still maintaining a 
reasonably high yield without the added cost of chemicals. This allows the operating margins for 
a local farmer to be respectable while delivering a personal, high quality product to their 
customers (Johnston, 1961, p. 568). If a strong relationship exists between consumers and 
farmers, then farmers can command prices above market value. 
Farmers who provide for the national and international market produce crops in excess. 
The farmers usually sell their crops to large suppliers, who push the farmers to process specific 
crops (Sustainable Table, 2010a). Businesses have streamlined this process with great success in 
cutting margins while establishing market efficiency. One method that big agricultural firms use 
to achieve this is through artificial chemical assistance. Industrial farmers tend to use more 
pesticides and hormones to compete with farmers from other parts of the country. The use of 
pesticides and hormones, originally utilized as a competitive advantage, has become a common 
practice for most farms. Without any sort of market barrier to keep crop and livestock prices at a 
sustainable level, the prices have dropped to a point where farmers cannot live off of their farm‟s 
income. (Born, 2006, p. 195). The extra income of national farmers generally does not come 
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from crop harvest sales, but from the governmental subsidies provided to them. These subsidies 
are based on the total acreage of their farms. Between 1995 and 2006, $177 billion from the U.S. 
government and taxpayers went to farmers and industrial farm operations to subsidize their costs 
(Environmental Working Group, 2009). 
2.3.3 Processing and Packaging of Foods 
Processing of food can be necessary for the formation of end products such as flour and 
pasta. Examples of necessary processing include pasteurization and homogenization of milk and 
other dairy products (Fellows, 2000). Companies often add preservatives or chemicals to ensure 
that these foods reach the customer in good condition. This is an essential step when transporting 
foods over vast distances or keeping food preserved for long periods of time. Processing has 
become necessary because of the growth, distribution, and demand for many types of food from 
outside of their natural locales and growing seasons. Processed food is also easier for the 
consumer to use because of its convenience. 
In addition, packaging also plays a big role in the economic viability of food by allowing 
food to last longer while presenting a nice appearance to consumers. Processing and packaging 
allow for efficient food distribution while maintaining respectable quality. Whether food simply 
travels from the farm to the supermarket or through multiple distribution centers, processing and 
packaging make multiple types of food available in one location to consumers. 
Economically, packaging and processing are significant because in a fluctuating market, 
the value of the output product for farmers and distributors does not necessarily equal its value to 
consumers. This may mean that the added costs of packaging and processing may cause food to 
be marketed at a value than consumers are willing to pay. In addition to the increased monetary 
costs, packaging has dire environmental impacts. While packaging and processing allows for a 
wide variety of food choices for the consumer, a striking amount of environmental waste is 
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generated from discarded packaging (IFT, 2007). Therefore, reduction, reuse, and recycling of 
packaging materials play a key role in keeping packaged food sustainable. 
Local farmers, on the other hand, tend to use less processing and packaging material in 
order to avoid additional costs (Brody, Strupinksy, & Kline, 2001, p. 11-23). Processing locally 
is not as relevant when foods are sold through farmers markets, cooperatives or Community 
Supported Agriculture (CSA). Some local farmers use processing and packaging to keep their 
crops safe during transit to the market. Local farmers usually produce seasonal crops that are in 
strong demand in the local area so that they can reap the benefits of high seasonal demand while 
not having to deal much with packaging. When local farmers produce a crop that they want to 
sell past the harvest season, processing via pickling, drying, canning and freezing is sometimes 
necessary (Fellows, 2000). This, as well as customer loyalty, brings reasonable profit margins to 
the local, smaller scale farmer while saving on materials for packaging and processing. Small 
farms may be able to supply food to a few families, a town, a few towns or even a county. In 
New England, the presence of local farms has remained strong in relation to the rest of the 
country (EPA, 2010). However, over the past 30 years, more than 66% of the dairy farms in New 
England have closed due to higher processing and labor costs (Keep Local Farms, 2010). 
National processing facilities handle large amounts of crops in an industrialized, large-
scale manner. Large-scale consumer food products that are composed of staple foods such as 
grains and other produce generally are sourced from many large monocropping farms. There are 
relatively few of these processing plants, and they generally specialize in handling high volumes 
of one or two crops (Johnston, 1961, p. 572). In this manner, they are able to produce the greatest 
output per worker. The marginal profits at each transaction add up so that the large agro-
industrial companies can make substantial net profits. Farmers sourcing to large industrial 
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processing facilities are reimbursed by governmental subsidies. Industrial agriculture in this form 
has led to a trend towards a surplus of harvested crops that are processed to meet a global 
demand that is not sustainable. The nutrient potency of soil needed to maintain high productivity 
of crops in these situations is reduced, detracting from agricultural market stability in the future 
(Sample, 2007). Corn-based products, with their incorporation into a wide variety of processed 
foods, have made corn a high volume crop. This vast production of food is part of the reason for 
increased obesity in the US (Pollan, 2010). Michael Pollan states: “I believe very strongly that 
our overproduction of cheap grain in general, and corn in particular, has a lot to do with the fact 
that three-fifths of Americans are now overweight” (paragraph 4). The effects of corn are not 
explicitly clear to the average consumer, making labeling and food safety primary issues in 
presenting packaged goods. 
2.3.4 Transportation 
Transportation is a key economic factor because the cost of fuel, distribution, and 
transportation usually impacts the cost of food. Locally, transportation is required from the farm 
to supermarkets, Community Supported Agriculture (CSAs), cooperatives or farmers markets. 
These fuel consumption costs must be absorbed by both the farmer and the distributor, who pass 
along these costs to the consumer by raising food prices.  
The transportation of mass-produced foods across the nation consumes a large amount 
fuel, and food pricing correlates directly with changes in fuel pricing (Pakitsos, 2008). In transit, 
the food changes hands numerous times. The nationwide distribution network is well-organized 
and optimized for delivering food to supermarket shelves. Since they are limited by speeds and 
operating procedures of truckers or air freight, distribution centers depend on advanced 
processing techniques to keep food viable for the market. 
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2.4 Social Equity 
Social equity in regards to food sourcing is the fair and equal access to nutritious food at 
fair prices without inflicting unnecessary harm or burden on animals or people. This concept 
raises fundamental questions such as who provides the food and produce for the market and 
should everyone have fair and equal access to healthy, nutritious food. Ethical concerns also 
related to social equity include the treatment of animals and food safety. Without addressing 
these crucial issues, it is impossible to determine if a food system is truly sustainable or not.  
2.4.1 Ethical Standards  
People have different opinions on what is ethical and what is not. These opinions vary 
depending on an individual‟s moral values. Most of the time, individual organizations in each 
food industry regulate food standards. One of these organizations, which regulates the ethical 
behavior of their producers, is the United Egg Producers (Torres, 2007). They regulate things 
such as what is considered cage-free. This often happens because of the lack of involvement 
from the government to support strong ethics when dealing with animals. In Making a Killing by 
Bob Torres (2007), he said that “though there are animal cruelty statutes in most of the 
industrialized world, these rarely apply to farmed animals, and are infrequently or unevenly 
enforced in the case of other animals” (p.10). This is often accepted because of the consumerist 
point of view that many people take towards the production of food. This view is the compulsion 
of people to take whatever is available to them without thought as to whether they need it or not. 
An example of this would be how the average American eats larger serving sizes than 
recommended by the United States Food and Drug Administration (FDA) (Dairy Council of 
California, 2010). When comparing servings of today with those of the 1950s it was found that in 
most cases today‟s servings had more than doubled. Part of the reason is because chain 
restaurants are offering larger portions for just fractions of a dollar more.  
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2.4.2 Animal Treatment 
A common ethical problem in the food industry is the treatment of animals (Sustainable 
Table, 2010b). Many farmers know that the animals are going to be slaughtered in a short 
amount of time, so they do not give them the common dignities that one would give any other 
animals. Many times, these animals are packed together so tightly that it is almost impossible to 
clean the waste that they are standing in.  
Animals that are raised on factory farms include pigs and cows (Sustainable Table, 
2010b). On these factory farms, the animals are often kept in cramped conditions that force them 
to stand in their own waste. This waste then produces gases, such as ammonia, which irritates the 
animals‟ lungs. In a study, it was found that 65% of pigs had pneumonia-like lesions on their 
lungs from standing in their own waste. Not only are these lesions showing up on the animals‟ 
lungs, but disease is easily spread to other animals in the tightly packed and unsanitary 
conditions.  
Another animal that is mass produced is chickens. A common issue among poultry is that 
they are unnaturally bred to have a large amount of meat on their bodies (Sustainable Table, 
2010b). This will often lead to growth so rapid that they are unable to support their own weight. 
Nearly 90% of broiler chickens have this problem. These kinds of chickens are kept together in a 
tightly packed space. Ninety-eight percent or more of hens used in commercial egg production in 
the United States are kept in „battery cages‟ where they spend their entire lives (Compassion in 
World Farming Trust, 2008). This practice is not only allowed by the United Egg Producers, but 
it is encouraged. Guidelines for raising egg laying chickens say that there only needs to be a 
living space of 67-86 square inches to be labeled United Egg Producers Certified. Torres (2007) 
said that “there‟s not even enough room for a single bird to spread her wings, to perch, or to 
engage in other natural behaviors” (p. 41). There can, however, be some benefits to this practice. 
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With this kind of confinement, eggs can be mass produced in a very small area. This creates 
large amounts of food for consumers at a low price. 
2.4.3 Food Safety  
A common right for all people is to have access to food that is safe to eat (United 
Nations, 2010). If the agricultural industry cannot provide this, then it is failing (Keener & 
Pearlstein, 2009). This topic is very important because it directly affects public health. The 
United States Centers for Disease Control (CDC) has conducted a study that found that 
contamination in the food supply makes 76 million Americans sick each year and causes more 
than 300,000 hospitalizations (Pollan, 2006b). There have been recent reports of contamination 
of food products that could have been easily avoided with simple precautions. An example of 
this is the E. coli outbreak on spinach that was sold on the market in 2006 (FDA, 2007). It was 
caused by runoff of excrement from California cattle ranches. The run off came into contact with 
spinach fields, causing the contamination. Mass agriculture can worsen outbreaks of food-borne 
diseases because they are distributed widely and are difficult to contain. Another lapse in food 
quality occurred in August 2010, prompting a massive egg recall (Foley, 2010). More than 550 
million eggs were recalled and 1,470 illnesses were linked to the outbreak. It has been speculated 
that the cause of this contamination was tainted chicken feed. This could have occurred at 
multiple points during the egg production process. It is possible that such an outbreak could have 
been prevented if there were stricter quality standards for chicken feed. Since there are millions 
of pounds of feed going through the system, however, it is difficult to control. 
Meat produced in a factory farm setting may be cheaper, but it is can also be more 
susceptible to contamination. Cows that are fed a grain-based diet are much more prone to 
disease because that is not their natural food source (Pollan, 2006a). This creates a stomach 
environment in the cow that is more acidic than if it were on a grass-based diet. This eventually 
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leads to a hole being burnt in the stomach walls, which allows bacteria to enter the bloodstream 
and make the animal sick. There is a solution to this problem. If cows being slaughtered are 
switched from a grain-based diet to a grass or hay-based diet in the week before being sent to 
slaughter, then there is a reduction of the amount of pathogenic E. coli by a thousand fold 
(Planck, 2006). This is not commonly practiced in the livestock industry because it is not 
economically preferable. With so many animals being slaughtered at a time, it is difficult to 
determine which ones are sick. One slaughterhouse alone can process more than 400 head of 
cattle per hour, which means that a thorough examination of each animal‟s health would be 
almost impossible (Pollan 2006). 
Raising a cow on a grain supplemented diet can, however, have its benefits. Grain-fed 
beef cattle are able to reach a size that is large enough to slaughter much quicker (Matthews, 
2010). Grass-fed cows take 24% longer to reach full size than grain-fed cows. Also, the quality 
of grass-fed meat is not as high because there is a 15% decrease in marbling score, which is a 
measure of how tender the meat is. 
There have also been food safety concerns with produce. It has been shown that organic 
foods are safer than inorganic foods (Fromartz, 2007). A study done on school children in 
Seattle, WA examined whether there was a detectable amount of pesticides in their urine. The 
study showed that a child who was raised on organic food had no traces of these chemicals, but 
students who ate nonorganic food had higher levels of these chemicals. When more research was 
done, it was found that, on average, when a child eats organic food, he or she has two-thirds less 
pesticide residue in his or her urine than students who eat nonorganic food. These chemicals are 
up to ten times more toxic to children than adults, which can pose a food safety issue to those 
consuming inorganic food. 
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2.5 Industrial Agriculture vs. Small Agriculture 
Expanded food production, as a result of the agricultural and industrial revolution, among 
other things, allowed the global population to increase from one-half billion in 1850 to nearly 
seven billion in 2010 (US Census Bureau, 2009a). Innovations, that are being discovered to this 
day, have increased total food production with the intent of feeding this population that continues 
to grow. Traits sought after to meet these needs include: disease/pesticide-resistant crop varieties, 
increased efficiency in production, and low input costs. This food system has brought food prices 
down to the point where families in the United States are now spending fifteen percent less of 
their income on food than as recently as the 1950s (Union of Concerned Scientists, 2010). The 
growth of the agricultural industry has, in turn, led to the creation of a multi-billion dollar 
chemical/fertilizer industry as well as creating the opportunity to increase exports. Unintended 
consequences, however, are rampant. Large, industrial farms have more or less taken over and 
weeded out local farms (Local Harvest, 2010). Agricultural practices on these large farms 
increase production, but also use massive amounts of fuel and chemicals. Other issues, 
previously mentioned, include use of hormones, pollution, and unethical animal care. Small, 
local farms, however, have their own problems, such as economies of scale and production 
capacity (Born & Purcell, 2006; Pretty, 2001). 
2.5.1 Horizontal Integration  
In the interest of efficiency, many small farms have been consolidated and industrial 
family farmers have been forced to find work elsewhere (Union of Concerned Scientists, 2010). 
Today, a handful of multinational corporations own farms that collectively produce goods 
comprising 80% of the market. This practice has weeded out inefficient farms and increased 
production while lowering costs. The result has been lower prices for American consumers. It 
also has forced farmers to move away from intensive agriculture and into other sectors of the 
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work force (Tilman, Cassman, Matson, Naylor, & Polansky, 2002). The problems with these 
large farm operations, however, have mostly been mentioned already: environmental pollution, 
social inequity, and economic disadvantages to the independent farmer. 
2.5.2 Government Subsidies 
Attempts have been made to increase the standard of living for farmers. In today‟s market 
economy, with all sorts of distributors and middlemen, a typical wheat farmer can expect to sell 
his wheat at about six cents per pound – not enough to make a profit, much less a decent living 
(Sustainable Table, 2010a). Government subsidies have been in place since the 1940s to 
supplement farmers‟ incomes (Organic Consumers Association, 2010). These subsidies reward 
mass production, so farmers have an incentive to produce more than is needed by the United 
States market. This surplus drives down the already low prices of crops even further.  
Despite the government‟s good intentions to help family farms, most farmers do not 
qualify for subsidies at all (Organic Consumers Association, 2010). In 2002, the top 10% of 
beneficiaries accounted for 71% of subsidies. The other 90% averaged only $846 per year in 
subsidies. By choosing to purchase food directly from farmers and cutting out distributors and 
middlemen, farmers, on average, can reap a profit of about eighty cents per dollar sold 
(Sustainable Table, 2010b). This redistributes money to the local community, where it will 
hopefully recirculate, if the farmer buys his or her goods locally (Sustainable Table, 2010a). It 
was shown that small farmers spend more of their money on materials from local businesses than 
large agribusinesses that often order in bulk from outside sources (Natural Life, 2006). 
2.5.3 Greenhouse Gases from Factory Farms 
As a result of the economic incentive to concentrate livestock in factory farms, the 
animals produce large amounts of methane and carbon dioxide emissions (Ishler, 2008). These 
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gases are often associated with global warming, ozone depletion, and acid rain. In 2006, out of 7 
billion tons of CO2-equivalents, cattle flatulence accounted for 115 million tons of CO2-
equivalent (Wheat, 2008). If other related gas emissions are tallied in, including from manure, 
then cattle produce about 3.5% of US greenhouse gases, on a CO2-equivalent basis. This is not a 
large amount relative to car emissions and electricity generation, but it is still an important issue 
with regard to the sustainability of factory farming. 
2.5.4 Can Local Farms Compete? 
At this time, buying locally is more of a niche market since most people cannot shop 
entirely locally (Pretty, 2001). There are limiting factors, such as growing seasons, which will 
reduce the availability of some crops to consumers on a seasonal basis. Besides that, there simply 
are not as many farms as there used to be. Can small, local farms be as efficient as industrial 
farms? In some ways: yes. A small farm is capable of producing just as much total food as large 
farms per acre. While large farms will produce mostly one or two crops, a small farm can 
produce an equal volume of a wide variety of crops. Several studies in the UK and California 
support this fact (Vasilikiotis, 2000). Not all small farms, though, can be as efficient as larger 
operations. Customers might also be attracted to local farms because they find value in reduced 
use of chemicals and a sense of fairer treatment for animals and workers (Horrigan, Lawrence, & 
Walker, 2002). 
2.6 Government Regulation of Health Food Claims 
Current government regulations fail to identify the characteristics that qualify some of the 
claims being made on food labels such as organic, free-range, and grass-fed (Scott-Thomas, 
2010). The result is widespread confusion and skepticism among consumers towards the veracity 
of the labels. More than half of consumers are wary of claims such as: contains whole grain, high 
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fiber, all natural, organic and fair trade. Though these package claims vary, only all natural, 
organic, and fair trade will be discussed further.  
2.6.1 “All Natural” Foods 
The value of the global organic food market is projected to grow from $60 billion today, 
to $96.5 billion in 2014, with the United States accounting for half (Nutraceuticals, 2010). With 
the ability to influence consumer buying practices by haphazardly using food terms, corporations 
are motivated to advertise more of their products with exaggerated claims (Scott-Thomas, 2010; 
Thompson, 2010). In 2007, “All Natural” was the second most frequent claim made on food 
labels after “Kosher” and ahead of “No Preservatives or Additives” (Mintel, 2008), appearing on 
2023 new products, followed by “Organic” (FoxNews, 2007). Not everyone would agree, 
however, that all of these products are indeed all natural or organic.  
The Food and Drug Administration (FDA) does not strictly define the term “natural”, nor 
do they provide guidelines for its use (IFT, 2008). Attempts to define the term were made in the 
early 1990s, but pursuit of a solid definition was eventually abandoned. The FDA decided not to 
restrict its use because it is such a complex phrase. It was too difficult to identify an appropriate 
amount of processing, such as temperature and additives. From then on, the FDA established a 
policy based on self-regulation, assuming that companies would not try to mislead consumers. 
This policy states that a natural product “is one that has not had any artificial or synthetic 
substances added to the product that would not normally be expected to be in the food - 
including artificial flavors or color additives, regardless of source” (Heller, 2008). According to 
this definition, additives such as beet juice in lemonade and caramel or paprika for color are not 
considered natural (IFT, 2008). This also includes hormones and antibiotics (Lohr, 2001). 
The FDA allows companies to contact them if they are unsure if their product is natural 
or not (Heller, 2008). In the meantime, however, the FDA does not see defining natural as a 
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priority for the public interest due to limited human resources. It is also unknown how 
widespread confusion towards such claims is. Unless it becomes a serious problem, the FDA has 
other priorities. With the current policy, it is possible for companies to exploit loopholes. Many 
companies have tried to make the claim that high fructose corn syrup (HFCS) is a natural 
sweetener in the sense that it is derived from corn (Center for Science in the Public Interest, 
2007). Opponents disagree because synthetic fixing agents and acids are used during the 
manufacturing process of HFCS. This was the case when Cadbury Schweppes and Kraft Food 
marketed their beverages, 7UP and Capri Sun, respectively, as being natural, although they both 
contained high fructose corn syrup. The FDA can influence interpretations by addressing cases 
such as these by stating that HFCS is not normally found in nature and is, therefore, unnatural 
(IFT, 2008). 
2.6.2 Organic Food Definition 
Many organizations have implemented guidelines for certifying organic products, yet it is 
still possible to encounter unsustainable methods being used in their production. The United 
States Department of Agriculture (USDA) has an active role in managing the organic food 
system under the guidance of the Organic Foods Production Act of 1990 and through the 
National Organic Program (USDA, 2010a). The goals of organic farming are similar to those of 
food sustainability. Both aim to preserve the environment and the rights of animals, though not 
necessarily workers, by “integrating cultural, biological, and mechanical practices that foster 
cycling of resources, promote ecological balance, and conserve biodiversity” (Stolton, 2003, p. 
4273).  
The National Organic Program is a small division of the USDA with fewer than twelve 
employees that develops, implements, and administers national production, handling, and 
labeling standards (Richardson, 2010). To increase their reach, they authorize outside 
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organizations to inspect farms to certify organic food. These companies are relatively transparent 
and free from conflicts of interest. They are able to use the “USDA Organic” logo or their own 
company logo, such as “Aurora Certified Organic” and “Certified Organic: Baystate Organic 
Certifiers”, to certify food based on the guidelines set forth by the National Organic Program 
(ConsumerReports, 2010). To display the “100% Organic” label, products must contain only 
organic ingredients, which are treated only with chemicals approved by the FDA. For the 
“Organic” label, 95% of ingredients need to be organic, while the remaining 5% need to be 
approved as acceptable. Products labeled “Made with Organic Ingredients” can contain as little 
as 70% organic inputs that are listed in the ingredient list, with the remaining 30% of material 
belonging to an approved national list of materials.  
The problem with organic labeling is that not all aspects of the definition are regulated. 
This is the problem found with chicken rearing. Organic meat, in general, requires that animals 
be given unlimited access to the outdoors (National Geographic, 2009). Chickens, however, have 
been distinguished from other animals, so the availability of land for chickens is not guaranteed. 
Hence, there is also the proliferation of the “free-range” claim, often used to endorse the image 
that their chickens are roaming wild and free (Compassion Over Killing, 2010). Of course, 
chickens might only have a window and still technically be labeled as free-range. Even if there 
are only plans to create outdoor access in the future, chickens can still be labeled free-range. 
The criteria to qualify for certain organic meat labels vary, such as the amount and type 
of organic feed, access to pasture, use of hormones and antibiotics, and animal welfare criteria 
(National Geographic, 2009). “USDA Organic” requires that animals be fed 100% organic grass, 
corn or grain. The access to pasture and animal welfare criteria are vague, while antibiotics are 
only given to sick animals and growth hormones are not allowed. The “USDA Certified Grass-
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Fed” only stipulates the feed has to be grass; otherwise, access to pasture, antibiotics, hormones, 
and animal welfare are not looked into. Other labels like those from the American Grass-Fed 
Association ensure that livestock spend a majority of their lives outdoors. “Certified Humane” 
ensures the animals were treated well and not abused. 
Despite these efforts, it is still possible to be certified organic by any organization by 
meeting their minimum requirements. Organic dairy products, for instance, had been produced 
for years on massive indoor factory farms containing thousands of cows (Ishler, 2008). They 
were fed organic feedstock, including corn, and were kept antibiotic and hormone free, so they 
indeed qualified for the “USDA Organic” label (PlentyMag, 2009). In 2009, new rules were 
drafted that required cows to be fed at least 30% grass and spend at least 120 days each year on 
pasture. Although the issue of feed-lot density was not addressed, it is evident that at least some 
efforts are being made to make organic food labels more akin to the ideals of organic farming. 
2.6.3 Fair-trade Certification 
The market in fair-trade products has increased ten-fold from 2000 to 2008 with global 
sales reaching nearly four billion dollars (Fairtrade Labeling Organization International, 2010). 
Sales growth is expected to reach more than nine billion dollars by 2012. In the pursuit of 
sustainability, Fair-trade Certified products appear to be a compelling option (Scott-Thomas, 
2010). The label is most often found on coffee, tea, herbs, cocoa, chocolate, fruit, flowers, sugar, 
rice, and vanilla (TransFair, 2010). Use of the label means the product has been produced in a 
working environment held up to the standards of Fair-trade, as specified by the Fairtrade 
Labeling Organization International (FLOI). These standards guarantee a minimum price for 
farmers selling their goods, allowing them to make a decent living. Slave and child-labor are 
forbidden while workers are given a living wage and provided with safe working conditions. 
Fair-trade certification deals mostly with bettering social equity and supporting the local 
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community. By supporting these small farms, which are hopefully practicing sustainable farming 
methods, fair trade consumers are also helping the environment (Weitzman, 2006). Certain 
pesticides are strictly banned under Fair-trade, while regulations concerning buffer zones around 
conservation areas, water irrigation use, and waste disposal are more lax (Tilman, et al., 2002). 
Like organic labels, however, fair-trade might not always be what consumers expect (Scott-
Thomas, 2010).  
It is not the fault of the certifying organizations that some Fair-trade Certifications cannot 
always be trusted, but farmers who try to take advantage of commodity prices or do not abide by 
fair-trade practices (Weitzman, 2006). In Argentina, for example, some coffee workers are paid 
10 soles a day ($3) while the minimum wage is 11.20 soles. The coffee they harvest is sold under 
Fair-trade Certification despite the low wages. Farmers often find it difficult to pay workers 
minimum wage at all times, and some avoid detection on occasions when audits are not 
performed during the harvest season. In another case, it was found that ten out of ten farms had 
sold coffee as fair trade certified even though it was not. Cases like this are infrequent, but it is 
inherently difficult to keep a watch on farmers at all times to ensure guidelines are followed to 
the highest standards. FLOI understands enforcement is a problem and is working towards a 
solution. 
Market Imbalance 
Another problem with fair trade is the imbalance caused by minimum price floors, a 
guaranteed minimum price on crops (Mankiw, 2009, p.219). Minimum price floors above the 
equilibrium market price cause farmers to increase supply in order to reap the rewards of higher 
prices. At the relatively high floor price, demand is low. This causes a surplus of commodity 
goods to saturate the market. Fair-trade goods also often have to travel great distances from their 
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source to the United States. This leaves consumers with a dilemma as to what to support (Group, 
2010). On the one hand, they can support social equality by helping small, fair trade farmers 
make a decent living (FLOI, 2010). On the other hand, the fair trade products may have to travel 
thousands of miles, first by sea or by plane, and then by truck to the consumer (Group, 2010). 
Thus, it is a choice on the part of consumers to decide if supporting fair trade is worth the large 
amount of greenhouse gases that are produced to ship the product. The alternative would be 
abstaining from such products altogether, which creates another dilemma. 
2.6.4 “Local” Food 
The term, “local”, is predicted by Mintel Reports to be used more frequently in 
advertisements in the near future. At the same time, an ongoing debate continues as to what 
constitutes the proper use of the term (Organic & Wellness News, 2010). The National Farmers‟ 
Retail and Markets Association (NFRMA) defines local as being within a 30 to 50 mile radius 
(2010). The NFRMA, however, does not have a great deal of authority because they are not well 
known. “Local” is currently undefined by the United States Department of Agriculture and the 
Food and Drug Administration, so it could be possible that “local” foods in the supermarket are 
actually sourced from over a hundred miles away (Organic & Wellness News, 2010). Until the 
term is strictly defined, it is up to the consumers to find out the sources of their food and to 
decide whether that source fits into their definition of “local”. 
2.7 Demand for Food Variety 
Whenever consumers make a trip to the supermarket, they more or less expect the 
produce section to be stocked with the same variety of fruits and vegetables (Gwynne, 1999). 
The domestic market, however, cannot possibly meet the year-round demand for produce. The 
climate in regions like New England is not suitable for year-round production, while the regions 
of the country that do have a climate for year round growing do not produce enough for the 
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entire country‟s needs. To meet the demand, United States (US) imports of fresh, dried, and 
frozen produce have increased from $5.1 billion in 1990 to $16.1 billion in 2007 (Congressional 
Report Service, 2009). About 90% of US fruit and vegetable imports come from Mexico, 
Canada, Chile, China, Costa Rica, Guatemala, Brazil, Ecuador, Argentina, and Peru. These 
products range from citrus, tropical fruit, bananas, and grapes to tomatoes, peppers, onions, 
cucumbers, and garlic. At the same time, exports have decreased, creating an economic problem 
in the form of a $7.4 billion trade deficit.  
2.7.1 Imports and Exports of Produce 
When fresh produce is not in season locally, products from Central America and the 
Southern Hemisphere, mainly Chile, Argentina, Australia, South Africa, are imported to 
complement the United States growing season (Congressional Report Service, 2009). From a 
sustainability standpoint, the most significant problem with the massive influx of produce is the 
cost of transportation (Steinhart & Steinhart, 1974; Pirog, Pelt, Enshayan, & Cook, 2001). 
Although technology to prolong storage of produce has improved, shelf lives are still relatively 
short. In order to deliver the perishable goods to market before spoilage, suppliers have to resort 
to air cargo. Despite the fact that sea freight is generally considered to be more economically and 
environmentally sustainable because it typically costs less and uses less fuel per volume of food, 
it may take up to ten weeks to ship goods by sea (Lyons, 2010). This makes it a less desirable 
shipping option for suppliers of fresh produce. In the UK, 28% of road freight in 2002 was food 
related, which accounted for 148 tonne-kilometers traveled and 19 million tonnes of carbon 
dioxide emitted (Pretty, Ball, Lang, & Morison, 2005). The distance traveled by food ingredients 
in an average meal may be a thousand miles or more (Rich, et al., 2002).  
Greenhouse gases can be reduced by purchasing produce that is in season and locally or 
regionally produced (Tilman, et al., 2002). Improvements in technology and production have 
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allowed the United States growing season to be longer, thereby increasing the period of 
availability for consumers. This also puts the domestic and international market in direct 
competition with each other–growing seasons will overlap (CRS, 2009; Rich, et al., 2002). By 
increasing the demand for local produce, the demand for imported goods will dwindle, while also 
reducing fuel consumption. 
2.8 New England Agriculture  
New England has a unique environment for growing food. The winters are long, which 
lead to short but concentrated growing seasons (Environmental Protection Agency, 2010). The 
geography varies across this region from coasts to hills to mountains. This variable type of 
geography makes it difficult to have massive monocultural farms. Instead, New England is made 
up of many small farms that produce a variety of goods. The average size of a farm in New 
England in 2007 was 143 acres; small compared to the national average of 418 acres (USDA, 
2010c). In New England, there are approximately 28,000 farms (Environmental Protection 
Agency, 2010).  
2.8.1 Dairy 
Dairy farming provides the largest percentage of agricultural revenue to New England. 
During the harsh winter, it is often difficult for people in New England to be able to obtain local 
foods, but with milk and milk products, local is a readily available option (Keep Local Farms, 
2010). There are 1,769 dairy farms in New England. The cooler environment in this region 
actually supports this type of farming. There are sustainable systems that many farms have set up 
that cool the barns and the milk using a water heat transfer system. The system, which cools the 
milk, works by running pipes of warm milk next to pipes of cold water from outside. The heat 
from the milk then transfers to the water and the water is then given to the cows to drink.  
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2.8.2 Specialty Items 
In New England, there are a few items that are indigenous to the area, which are not 
found as readily elsewhere in the country (Harris, 1975). Maple syrup is one of these products. It 
is a specialty of the New England region, especially Vermont. In the United States over 67% of 
pure maple syrup is produced in New England (Keough, 2010). There are other syrups produced 
in the rest of the United States and Canada, but they are often imitation syrups made with a large 
portion of high fructose corn syrup and flavoring (Harris, 1975). 
Another food product with origins in New England is clam chowder (Lingle, 2011). New 
England clam chowder is generally thick and creamy with pieces of clam and potato. There are 
local companies that produce this clam chowder in bulk, and can ship it around the world. 
Almost all of the main ingredients are grown or harvested in New England. The clams are 
harvested off the coast of New England and potatoes are grown in Maine. The cream used to 
make this product can also be produced in New England by local dairy farms. The local 
availability of the ingredients for clam chowder makes it a good food option for people who want 
to eat locally. 
2.8.3 Produce 
Fruits and vegetables make up a large amount of production in the New England 
agricultural industry. There are 23 farmers markets during the winter and many more from June 
to October (Massachusetts Department of Agriculture, 2011). At these farmers markets a variety 
of fruits and vegetables can be purchased.  
Commonly Grown Vegetables 
Vegetables that are commonly grown in New England vary depending on the soil that 
they are grown in. Commonly grown vegetables are squash, sweet corn, pumpkins, and potatoes. 
They grow well in the short growing season and many of them store easily in a dark cool 
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environment. This is important because the winters are so long and the growing season is so 
short. 
Heirloom Vegetables 
Heirloom vegetables were originally grown before the 1950s through open pollination 
(The Heirloom Vegetable Gardener‟s Assistant, 2008). These are vegetables that are grown from 
seed that was taken from the parent line. The most defining characteristic of heirloom plants are 
their flavor. These types of vegetables are not usually available at the local chain grocery store. 
However, they are available at most farmers markets. They are especially popular at these types 
of markets because they are more of a specialty item. The heirloom varieties are rare because 
they take more attention to grow successfully, which means they cannot be grown in bulk. 
Popular heirloom vegetables that are grown in New England are tomatoes, peppers, and rhubarb. 
However, there are also other heirloom vegetables such as okra, rutabaga, rhubarb, sweet 
potatoes and artichokes grown in regions other than New England. 
Commonly Grown Fruit 
There are fewer options for fruit cultivation in New England because the frost is later in 
the spring and earlier in the fall than in much of the rest of the country (Tomolonis, 2011). 
However, the options that are available have a lot of flavor and generally do not have as many 
pesticides used on them. Some of the fruits available during the summer are blueberries, 
strawberries, cranberries, raspberries, and blackberries. Apples are available in the fall and 
rhubarb in the spring. These fruits are harvested and then can potentially be processed into other 
food products to last into the fall, winter, and spring. The berries can be made into jams and 
jellies as well as pies. Apples can be made into apple cider, apple butter, and applesauce. 
Depending on the growing season, these fruits and fruit products can be found in grocery stores 
as well as at farmers markets and farm stands. 
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2.8.4 Meat 
Meat provides a good source of protein and provides a balance to many diets. The harsh 
New England winters do not affect the growth of most animals as much as they do fruits and 
vegetables, so meat is more readily available. One of the challenges to New England farmers is 
finding breeds of animals that will survive more easily in the cold climate while also producing a 
profitable amount of meat. Another challenge for New England farmers is giving their animals a 
balanced diet. This is supplemented by developing different methods of collecting hay and 
storing it quickly for use in the winter when cattle are not able to get to pasture.  
Another characteristic of New England meat farms is that they generally do not have a 
large number of cattle (Dole & Bailey, 2003). A reason why it is hard for New England farms to 
raise many cattle is the limited amount of available land. The cows need to be rotated often 
through pastures. In addition to this, the hay or corn needs to be grown to feed the cows in the 
winter, which is not feasible because of the tough terrain. This makes it difficult to have one 
farm provide enough meat to a large group of people such as a college campus on a regular basis. 
2.9 Sustainable Seafood 
The demand for certain types of seafood such as Atlantic salmon and shrimp has led to 
unsustainable fishing practices and overfishing of wild stock (Naylor, et al., 2005). Demand for 
salmon has been greater than ever thanks to all sorts of press praising the benefits of omega-3 
fatty acids (Knapp, Roheim, &Anderson, 2007). Shrimp production has exploded since the 1980s 
(Naylor, Goldburg, Mooney, & Beveridge, 1998). In order to meet demand, both salmon and 
shrimp are farmed near coastal waters where operations pollute the local environment and 
endanger local wild fisheries (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, 2008; 
Halweil & Nierenberg, 2008; Naylor, et al, 2000; Pauly, et al., 2002). Although the following 
information is presented in the context of Atlantic salmon and shrimp, they are by no means the 
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only unsustainable seafood culprits. This examination will provide a broad sense of the 
sustainability issues at play concerning commercial fisheries and aquaculture, in general. 
2.9.1 Overfishing 
Most fisheries, areas where fish and marine life are harvested, are not sustainable at 
current fishing rates (Pauly, 2002). Since the growth of industrial fishing in the 1950s, catch rates 
have been increasing faster than wild species could reproduce until increased regulation in the 
1980s curtailed over fishing. It was around this time that overfishing contributed to the collapse 
of the New England cod industry.  
Government subsidies, amounting to $2.5 billion for the North Atlantic, provide a profit 
to fishermen even when resources are overfished (Pauly, 2002). Aquaculture (fish farming), was 
developed as a way to relieve fisheries from being overfished. To some extent, it has been 
successful. Unsustainable aquaculture usually deals with carnivorous species, such as salmon 
and shrimp, which require a great amount of fish-based feed, a topic which will be discussed 
later. 
2.9.2 Salmon Aquaculture 
Over 95% of Atlantic salmon is farmed in Norway, the United Kingdom, Canada, the 
United States, and Chile (Knapp, et al., 2007). This product is not nearly as rich in omega-3 fatty 
acids as Pacific salmon, which are mostly caught wild. Farmed salmon has also been found to 
contain high amounts of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), which are harmful, and potentially 
carcinogenic if eaten in large amounts (EWOS, 2003). For this reason, the Monterrey Bay 
Aquarium (MBA) recommended that consumption of farmed Atlantic salmon, and other fish 
with high amounts of contaminants, be limited to once a month (MBA, 2010b). The reason for 
PCB‟s high concentration in salmon is their diet rich in protein, consisting of about 45% 
fishmeal and 25% fish oil (Hardy, 1996; Knapp, et al., 2007). Fish containing relatively low 
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amounts of PCBs are ground up into fishmeal where the PCBs become concentrated in the 
farmed salmon.  
Salmon farming, and the farming of other carnivorous fish species, uses a large amount 
of resources to produce each pound of product. As much as three kilograms of fishmeal is 
required to produce a single kilogram of salmon (Naylor, et al., 2000). Considering that more 
than a million tons of salmon is produced each year, a large number of fish needs to be harvested 
from the surrounding ocean to be converted to aquaculture feed, thereby depleting local fisheries. 
Most salmon farms are kept in open net containers near coastal river outlets (Naylor, et 
al., 1998; Naylor, et al., 2000; Naylor, et al., 2005; Pauly, et al., 2002). These farms end up 
polluting the surrounding water and harming local wildlife. There can be more than 1.3 million 
fish in a single farm. All the waste produced by the fish is allowed to flow freely into adjacent 
waters where it over-saturates the water with nitrogen and phosphorus, allowing parasites and 
disease to spread quickly. Antibiotics, pesticides, and vaccines are used to defend the salmon 
against this problem, but these chemicals all eventually end up in local waters where they further 
pollute the environment.  
The high population density of salmon makes salmon farms a natural breeding ground for 
sea lice, a parasite that eats away at the skin and muscle of salmon (Save Our Skeena Salmon, 
2010; Wright, 2007). When young wild salmon, called smolt, travel past salmon farms at river-
mouths, they are liable to become infected by sea lice. As much as 80% of the returning wild 
salmon population is killed this way. 
Wild salmon populations are at risk of being driven to extinction because of salmon 
aquaculture (Save Our Skeena Salmon, 2010; Wright, 2007). Little can be done at this time 
because these massive farms are the most cost-efficient means of production. They cannot be 
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moved away from river outlets because they need calm waters (Naylor, et al., 2005). While 
closed containers instead of open nets would help, such containers would not entirely solve the 
problem. Due to all the negative effects salmon farming has on the environment, consumers are 
advised to avoid farmed Atlantic salmon (MBA, 2010a). Pacific and Alaskan Wild Salmon are 
considered a suitable substitute with a sustainable population. 
2.9.3 Shrimp Aquaculture 
Shrimp farming suffers from many of the same sustainability problems as salmon 
aquaculture. This farming industry began flourishing in the 1970s as a response aimed at 
reducing by-catch caused by shrimp trawling/fishing (Naylor, et al., 1998). Benefits of shrimp 
farming as opposed to fishing were a more consistent product, greater control of size and species, 
and a more reliable harvest not based on seasons (Food and Agricultural Organization of the 
United Nations, 2008). About 80% of farmed shrimp come from Asia where they are held in 
man-made ponds in fragile mangrove ecosystems. These ponds, however, are not 
environmentally sustainable. The typical life of a shrimp pond is anywhere from five to ten 
years, after which it is abandoned due to deteriorating conditions. Mangroves, home to a wide 
variety of species, are left ravaged. Similar to farmed salmon, in shrimp farming, massive 
amounts of waste, uneaten fishmeal feed, and antibiotics are released into the water, polluting the 
water and topsoil (Naylor, et al., 1998). Disease outbreaks in the congested enclosures have led 
to serious economic losses for developing countries. Cycles of rapid growth, followed by crashes 
of shrimp stock plagued the industry in the 1980s, partly because of disease and poor water and 
soil quality. 
Not all aquaculture is as unsustainable as Atlantic salmon and shrimp. The vitality of fish 
farms depends on the species farmed, the location of the farm, and the methods used to raise the 
fish (MBA, 2010b). For these reasons, seafood species highly recommended by the Monterey 
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Bay Aquarium Seafood Watch (2010a) for their sustainability include, but are not limited to: 
United States farmed catfish, farmed clams, mussels and oysters, Pacific halibut, wild Alaskan 
salmon, and striped bass.  
2.10 Sustainability of Food on Worcester College Campuses 
Higher education institutions in the United States, like Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
(WPI), vary in population and locale: two major factors that must be considered in analyzing 
food sourcing. Many academic institutions are reevaluating their food sourcing and 
sustainability. Although many colleges can be considered for their sustainable initiatives, small 
Worcester colleges similar to WPI will be considered instead of evaluating institutions outside 
the Worcester area. 
Campuses within the city limits of Worcester, MA, that have taken strides toward food 
sustainability include Clark University and the College of the Holy Cross (Green Report Card, 
2010). According to surveys completed in July of 2009 for the College Sustainability Report 
Card, these colleges have their food sourced through Acme Pre-Pak Corporation, a Worcester-
based food distributor specializing in dairy and fresh, frozen, canned, and dried produce. Beyond 
this commonality, these two colleges differ in regard to food sourcing systems. 
Clark University works with Acme Pre-Pak to ensure that the local farmers provide them 
with food via the Pioneer Valley Coop (Green Report Card, 2010). Clark specifies that Acme 
gathers this produce from a specific group of 25 local farms. Clark spends $324,000 annually on 
food that is grown or raised locally and $177,000 on food that is processed locally. Clark‟s 
College Sustainability Report Card states that more than twenty types of food purchased are 
grown locally or processed locally. Clark also only buys Fair-trade Certified foods, if available 
(e.g. chocolate and coffee). 
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The College of the Holy Cross utilizes two distributors for their food sourcing (Green 
Report Card, 2010). Sysco Boston along with Acme Pre-Pak draws food from 10-15 local farms 
for Holy Cross. $362,000 of Holy Cross‟s budget is spent on locally grown or raised food. 
Approximately $1.1 million (32%) is spent annually on purchasing locally processed food. Most 
of their food is processed locally, from baked goods, ice cream and produce to roasted coffee, 
beverages, and sushi. Holy Cross also purchases Fair-trade certified coffee. 
WPI‟s campus food is gathered through 12-18 local farms through Chartwells, but these 
farms are not strictly defined to be from specific Community Supported Agriculture or other 
farms (Green Report Card, 2010). WPI also spends $571,488 (27%) annually on locally grown 
or raised food in addition to $142,750 (7%) on locally processed food. WPI‟s College 
Sustainability Report Card is vague about what food is locally grown or processed by using 
grouped titles like, “Vegetables, Fresh Fruits, Milk, Seafood.” WPI‟s Chartwells does not 
purchase all Fair-trade certified foods for items in their dining halls. Coffee, however, is 
universally provided as a Fair-trade certified product. 
2.11 Food Sustainability at WPI  
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) has a student body of 3,453 undergraduate 
students as well as 1,153 graduate students (College Board, 2010). About half of the 
undergraduates live in college-owned housing. Both on and off campus students who eat at on 
campus dining facilities need to be fed efficiently. It is the duty of Chartwells to provide 
nutritious food that is also cost-effective and reasonably priced. Chartwells must provide 
information to the students about what they are eating so that they can make an informed 
decision to eat a more nutritious or sustainable meal. WPI has had its “Food and Recycling” 
sustainability reviewed by the Sustainable Endowments Institute, and they graded it an A, which 
is the highest grade possible (2010). There are certain points, where WPI did not have the top 
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grade. For example, 27% of the annual food budget is spent on locally grown food. Also, WPI 
does not buy hormone and antibiotic free dairy products, even though all of their meat is free of 
these substances. 
Greek life is also an important part of the WPI community. Roughly 32% of WPI‟s 
student population belongs to a fraternity or sorority (WPI, 2010). There are 446 students living 
in Greek Houses who could collectively purchase food. The governing bodies for WPI‟s Greek 
life are the Interfraternity Council (IFC) and the Panhellenic Council. With the help of these 
councils, the Greek population could benefit the most from more sustainable food sourcing 
because there are currently no sustainability initiatives in place. 
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3.0 Methodology 
The goal of this project was to provide recommendations that will promote the 
sustainability of Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s (WPI) campus-wide food system. To achieve 
this goal our main objectives were to determine if and how the WPI community understands the 
concept of food sustainability, to determine the feasibility of a farmers market or Community 
Supported Agriculture (CSA) group on campus, to determine if the Greek food system could 
become more sustainable, and to identify what other schools are doing to promote food 
sustainability. As described in the following sections, we have done our research through a 
combination of literature search, interviews, and surveys. The specific methods chosen to 
accomplish each objective and the reasons for choosing them are described in the following 
sections.  
3.1 Perception and Knowledge of Food Sustainability at Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute 
            When trying to change a system, it is important that the target audience understands what 
you are trying to do. Food sustainability issues lend themselves to variable interpretations. We 
wanted to gauge the level of community understanding on the topic of food sustainability. We 
evaluated the level of campus wide knowledge within the Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
community, from the student body to the administration, by employing two types of methods: 
individual interviews and a community-wide survey. 
3.1.1 Surveying the Community 
In order to determine how people at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI), both students 
and employees, comprehend the idea of food sustainability, we chose to implement a survey 
because it would reach the largest audience and provide a good sample of the community to base 
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our recommendations on. Our options for survey distribution were printed questionnaires, 
electronic internet questionnaires, or verbal questionnaires. 
We dismissed the idea of hard copy surveys because they would have to be physically 
dropped off and picked up and the surveys could not be easily tailored to people that represent 
subsets of the community that we wanted to target. A verbal questionnaire administered by our 
group members or a third party to random members of the WPI community would require a great 
time commitment and would limit the number of questions we could realistically ask. To reach 
the WPI community as completely as possible, we decided that an emailed electronic 
questionnaire would allow the most people the opportunity to participate in our survey from our 
target audience. 
The questionnaire for the survey to the student body, faculty, and staff can be found in 
Appendix A. We created the survey using the online service SurveyMonkey, which gave us the 
freedom to create test surveys and get feedback from potential participants. An important topic 
that we examined using the survey was how well the campus population thought the on-campus 
dining service was doing in terms of sustainability. Other important questions addressed how 
much the students actually knew about food sustainability. Background knowledge is important 
so that the campus community can make an informed decision about any changes to be made. 
Surveying the campus population gave us the potential depth of responses for an adequate survey 
sample that represents the majority campus. 
In specific subsets that we sought to target, like the fraternities at WPI, we fell short of 
the number of responses that we wanted. In an attempt to overcome the disparity in the number 
of responses, we handed out hard-copies of the questionnaires to Phi Kappa Theta, Zeta Psi, and 
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Sigma Alpha Epsilon. This method garnered a few more responses but not enough to base 
confident statements upon about the fraternities‟ responses. 
3.1.2 Awareness by Administration 
To supplement the data from our survey, we decided to interview those who were directly 
involved in the food services and student body. We obtained the information by interviewing 
important administrators on campus. 
Elizabeth Tomaszewski, the Facilities Systems Manager and Sustainability Coordinator 
at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI), was interviewed on November 1, 2010, to get an 
administrative perspective on food sustainability. She was asked about current initiatives in place 
that were initiated by the administration of WPI. We asked this to see if there is a difference 
between how student proposals and administrative initiatives are put into place. The interview 
protocol for this can be seen in Appendix C. 
Joe Kraskouskas, the resident district manager of Chartwells, was interviewed on 
November 11, 2010. We questioned him on how Chartwells educates the student body on their 
sustainability initiatives and on sustainability in general. There were also several follow-up 
questions that we asked at later dates. The interview protocol for this can be seen in Appendix C. 
3.2 Food Sustainability On-Campus 
After evaluating the Worcester Polytechnic Institute population‟s perception and 
knowledge of food sustainability on the WPI campus, we determined what was actually being 
done in terms of food sustainability. There is one major food provider on campus, Chartwells, 
which provides food to the WPI campus at locations such as an on-campus cafeteria, the Goats 
Head Pub, and the Campus Center. We determined that it was important to learn what initiatives 
Chartwells was taking as a company as well as what they were being encouraged to do by the 
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administration of WPI. From this we determined if there were any improvements that could 
make the process of providing food to the WPI community more sustainable. 
3.2.1 Chartwells 
We did preliminary research on Chartwells‟ sustainability initiatives and company 
background online via Chartwells‟ and Compass Group‟s website. We developed questions, 
using this preliminary research, for our interview with Joe Kraskouskas, the resident district 
manager of Chartwells for the Worcester area, and to gain sufficient knowledge so that the 
interview would be more successful. A search of this website revealed relevant information 
regarding some of Chartwells‟ current practices as well as food sustainability initiatives that they 
have already taken, while also revealing areas that they have not yet addressed (Compass Group, 
2010). 
After sending Joe Kraskouskas an email that included a preliminary list of questions that 
we intended to ask him, a face-to-face interview was conducted by Tony Chou and Neal 
Dandekar on November 11, 2010, at his office in Morgan Commons on the Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute campus. Interview questions for this occasion can be found in Appendix C. 
Topics discussed included the environmental, social, and economic sustainability issues 
Chartwells has already addressed as well as the prospects for a farmers market on campus. By 
understanding these issues, our group was able to make better recommendations for improving 
the campus‟ food sustainability. 
3.2.2 Administration 
After sending Elizabeth Tomaszewski, the Facilities Systems Manager and Sustainability 
Coordinator at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI), an email that included a preliminary list of 
questions that we intended to ask her, Katherine Milligan and Scott Turgeon conducted a face-to-
face interview on November 1, 2010, at her office. Interview questions for this occasion can be 
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found in Appendix C. This interview helped to clarify the relationship that exists between WPI 
and Chartwells. A major component of Ms. Tomaszewski‟s work involves student outreach. She 
is charged with encouraging students to be more involved in sustainability activities and 
sustainable food choices. We talked about how to make more of the WPI population aware of the 
push towards a more sustainable future in food. She also referred us to Emily Perlow, the 
Director of Student Activities at WPI. 
After sending Emily Perlow, the Director of Student Activities at WPI, an email that 
included a preliminary list of questions that we intended to ask her, Neal Dandekar and Scott 
Turgeon conducted a face-to-face interview on November 3, 2010, at her office in the Campus 
Center. Interview questions for this occasion can be found in Appendix C. This interview was 
important for evaluating the Greek food system. The interview also provided us with contacts to 
leaders in the Greek community. 
3.2.3 FreshPoint 
Chartwells held a farmers market on September 22, 2010, in Morgan Commons. This 
market was the idea of Joe Kraskouskas, who wanted students and faculty to understand that 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s (WPI) produce is sourced as much as possible from local 
farms. Daniel Batchelder, a sales director from FreshPoint, a food supplier for Chartwells and its 
farmers market, was present at this event. Our whole team informally interviewed him. From this 
initial interview, we were able to find out the interest of FreshPoint in food sustainability as well 
as some of the sources of their food, such as local farms. We also found out information 
regarding the food infrastructure and the steps that are involved in food procurement. This 
included costs, regulations, health standards, and transportation. 
To follow up on our first interview, we sent an email to Mr. Batchelder that included a 
list of preliminary questions that we wanted to ask him. Mr. Batchelder responded to these 
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questions in an email on October 28, 2010. These questions and his responses can be found in 
Appendix C and D, respectively. A second interview with Mr. Batchelder was scheduled for 
November 18, 2010, when a second farmers market was held at WPI. This second interview 
focused more closely on FreshPoint‟s local food emphasis. Mr. Batchelder also provided general 
advice on the operation of a farmers market. We discussed the possibility of creating a 
relationship between FreshPoint and the Greek houses on campus. 
3.3 Current Sustainability Initiatives Off-Campus at the Greek Houses 
We decided that if there were any strong food sustainability initiatives in existence off-
campus, they would be present in Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s (WPI) Greek organization 
houses since they are organized groups as opposed to individual apartments. Since the Greek 
houses are organized and headed by the Interfraternity Council (IFC) and Panhellenic Council, 
there would be a greater chance of an organized food system being present within each house. It 
was decided that trying to determine the sustainability of the many individual apartments off-
campus would be too difficult since practices can vary greatly – information gathering was 
presumed to be simpler within the Greek system as opposed to apartments.  
3.3.1 Survey of Current Food System at Each Greek House 
Based on previous knowledge, we knew that there was no universal food system in place 
for all the Greek houses at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI). Food acquisition practices 
varied from house to house. As part of an emailed survey, previously mentioned in section 3.1.1, 
a section was devoted to asking Greek members about the sustainability of their house‟s current 
food system. This questionnaire is presented in full in Appendix A. The survey summary can be 
found in Appendix B.  
An emailed survey was the preferred method because not only did it allow us to find out 
if the Greek houses were taking measures to increase food sustainability, but the survey also 
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provided an opportunity to explain our project to the Greek population and gauge their interest in 
making changes in the future. The same survey was also sent to the entire WPI student body, 
faculty, and staff via email. This sample includes people who live off-campus who may promote 
food sustainability on an individual basis. Thus, the results of the survey are restricted to the WPI 
population that was interested in taking time to respond to our survey. The weakness with this 
method is that there is no way to guarantee that members of the community will take the survey 
in a serious manner. 
3.3.2 Coordination with the Greek Councils 
Since the Greek houses are independent entities from each other, creating a unified food 
sourcing system for the houses would be difficult to coordinate. Research from other campuses 
and related literature helped us understand what is necessary to establish a food sourcing system. 
The houses are governed by rules enforced by the Interfraternity Council (IFC) and Panhellenic 
Councils. By interviewing campus Greek leaders like Lillian Clark and John Brunelli, the 
president of the Panhellenic Council and IFC, respectively, we gathered information regarding 
the feasibility of supplying more sustainable food to each house and determined whether the 
Greek community would be interested. 
Interviews with Emily Perlow, the Director of Greek Life programs, John Brunelli, 
Lillian Clark, and the officers in charge of food for three Greek houses (Alpha Chi Rho, Phi 
Kappa Theta, and Alpha Gamma Delta) allowed us to ascertain a general consensus on how the 
student body, faculty and staff perceive Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s “food sustainability” 
and what that entails. (Questionnaires can be found in Appendix A). The officer in charge of 
food for each Greek house was sent a short, voluntary questionnaire inquiring about their house‟s 
food purchasing practices. Of the 16 Greek house food officers, only the three mentioned above 
replied. 
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3.3.3 Cost Comparison Analysis 
After speaking with members of the Greek community, we discovered that cost is a major 
factor preventing the Greek houses from changing their current food systems to a more 
sustainable one. It was unknown to our group which type of food sourcing would be the 
cheapest, whether it wa from wholesale, specialty supermarket, “regular” supermarket, or from a 
large distributor. We performed a cost comparison analysis to identify the cheapest food sourcing 
option for three different sized houses. A cost analysis for three different sized houses was 
necessary because houses with a larger number of residents are able to buy greater amounts of 
food in bulk, which means they would be able to get certain food items at a cheaper price per 
unit of food from vendors such as FreshPoint and Sam‟s Club. It would have been impossible to 
perform a cost analysis based on the purchasing habits of specific Greek houses or apartments. 
To avoid the variation that is found among different houses, we created a hypothetical weekly 
grocery bag that contained various fruits and vegetables, milk, bread, pasta, meat and poultry and 
eggs. These are items that our group considered to be staple goods that most houses would 
purchase. Our grocery bag contained: 
- Fruits: Apples, oranges, bananas, honeydew melons 
- Vegetables: Bell peppers, carrots, onions, potatoes, celery, broccoli, tomatoes, romaine 
lettuce 
- Meat/Poultry: 90% lean ground beef, pork chops, chicken breast 
- Other: Eggs, Milk, Wheat Bread, Pasta 
To avoid purchasing arbitrary amounts of food in our hypothetical grocery bags, we 
based the amount of food purchased on the United States Department of Agriculture‟s (USDA, 
2011) daily recommended number of servings and calories for a 19 year old, 5‟ 8” male, who 
exercised less than thirty minutes a day. This analysis is still somewhat arbitrary, though, 
because it is based on a 2400 calorie diet for this specific demographic. For the sake of 
simplifying the criteria, a 2400 calorie diet per person is what our group chose.  
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For a 2400 calorie diet, the USDA (2011) recommends the daily consumption of: 
- 2 cups of fruit 
- 3 cups of vegetables 
- 6.5 ounces of meat & beans 
- 3 cups of dairy 
- 8 ounces of grain 
These amounts expanded to seven days for a two-person apartment means that our weekly 
grocery bag should contain approximately: 
- 28 cups of fruit 
- 42 cups of vegetables 
- 91 ounces of meat/legumes 
- 42 cups of dairy 
- 112 ounces of grain 
These weekly amounts were divided evenly by the number of items in each category, 
previously mentioned, to determine the amount purchased for each item. For example, 28 cups of 
fruit are required each week and there are 4 types of fruit that are being purchased in our grocery 
bag, so 7 cups of each fruit item are needed for a small-sized apartment each week.  
After determining the number of cups of fruit and vegetables in our grocery bag, we 
determined the equivalent amount of these cups in whole units because vendors do not sell 
produce by the cup. Fortunately for us, the USDA had several tables on their website that 
showed the amount that counts as one cup of fruit, vegetable, etc. A short list of examples 
follows: 
- Apple: ½ large (3.25” diameter), 1 small (2.5” diameter), or 1 cup sliced, raw, or cooked 
apples 
- Carrot: 2 medium, 1 cup baby carrots (about 12), or 1 cup strips, slices, or chopped raw 
carrots 
- Bread: 1 regular slice 
- Meat: 1 ounce lean, 1 egg 
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The full tables can be found in Appendix L. This conversion was useful because certain vendors 
sell many of their items by quantity as opposed to weight.  
 Most items, however, are indeed sold by weight, so these quantities of fruit and 
vegetables were then converted to weights using data from the NutritionData website (Nutrition 
Data, 2011). This website lists the average weight of various sizes of food items. For example, 
NutritionData lists that a large apple (3.25” diameter) weighs 223 grams, or 0.491 pounds 
(2011). The full table can be found in Appendix M. This conversion process was done for all the 
produce, and the total weekly poundage of food in each grocery bag was calculated. 
During the cost analysis, measuring weight was the preferred method of determining the 
purchasing price. If a store, however, only sold produce by quantity, then they were often 
assumed to be large in size.  This type of assumption was not necessary for meats, bread, pasta, 
milk, or eggs because their prices per unit weight (or dozen in the case of eggs) were always 
known.  
We found the prices of our grocery bag items, as well as other items which were not in 
our grocery bag, for Whole Foods Market, located at 15 Westland Ave, Boston, MA, and for 
Trader Joe‟s, located at 899 Boylston St, Boston, MA during an excursion on February 13, 2011. 
We also found the prices for Sam‟s Club, located at 301 Barber Ave, Worcester, MA, and for 
Price Chopper, located at 221-223 Park Ave, Worcester, MA, on February 19, 2011. The prices 
we obtained were the non-sale prices, which can be found in Appendix K. We also noted 
whether items carried certain labels including, but not limited to: “USDA Organic”, All Natural, 
Cage-Free, and Hormone-Free. Prices for FreshPoint‟s products were obtained from Daniel 
Batchelder on December 10, 2010 via email. Due to Mr. Batchelder‟s request that we use 
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discretion with the list, only items that were used in this cost analysis can be found in Appendix 
K. The items that were used as part of this analysis are highlighted in yellow. 
A cost analysis was carried out for three different sized houses: small-sized (2 persons), 
medium-sized (16 persons), and large-sized (48 persons). Since some items are sold in different 
package sizes that might be greater than is needed for our grocery bag, the unit price for package 
size that was less than 200% of the required amount was used. This was done because, most of 
the time, larger package sizes are cheaper than smaller package sizes. At the same time, we did 
not want to purchase package sizes that were more than 200% of the amount in our grocery bag 
because we assumed the food would go bad after an additional week.  
The items that ultimately ended up in our grocery bag were also strictly conventionally 
grown food. It was our assumption that students would want the cheapest prices. This in turn 
meant that organic, local, fair-trade and other such food items did not make it into our final 
purchase because they were consistently more expensive than conventional varieties. by 
sustainable institutions were not included in our Included in each table is the total cost of the 
grocery bag. FreshPoint only sells produce so it was necessary to also include a produce total for 
comparison purposes.  
3.4 Finding Local Food Sources 
A food source, whether it is a farmers market, supermarket, food co-operative or 
community-supported agriculture (CSA), would have to be reasonably priced and conveniently 
located near Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) in order for it to become a popular option. 
We arbitrarily determined that a reasonable driving distance would be, at most, 5 miles from the 
WPI campus, although it may be greater due to an individual‟s resources or preferences. A local 
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farmers market listing for Worcester was found on the FarmFresh.org website (Local Food 
Guide, 2010). There are seven markets that are 5 miles or less from the WPI campus. We visited 
three of these seven, located at: 766 Main St, 306 Chandler St, and 215 East Mountain St. 
Visiting these markets provided us with an opportunity to interview dairy, beef, and 
produce farmers. We found out where their farms are located as well as what kind and amount of 
food their farms could provide to WPI. We also asked them about their production practices, 
farm size, and distribution. (Interview protocols can be found in Appendix C, and interview 
summaries can be found in Appendix D). 
We interviewed the coordinators of these markets in order to determine the possibility of 
bringing a farmers market to campus. One of these directors is Andrew O‟ Keefe, who is in 
charge of multiple farmers markets in Worcester, Shrewsbury, and Sturbridge. We interviewed 
him, while he was overseeing his market at 306 Chandler St. He is the marketing manager of the 
Greater Worcester farmers markets. We also interviewed Angelique Webster; the coordinator of 
the market on 766 Main Street.  She is the farmers market coordinator for the Regional 
Environmental Council. Questions we asked included subjects such as market saturation, 
recruiting farmers, rules and regulations, and advertising. 
We also utilized a survey to determine availabilities and interest of the WPI population 
for farmers markets and CSAs. Our survey included an open response section to find out what 
days and times those who took the survey would be available for a farmers market. To categorize 
these results we tallied the responses in hourly increments based on a one week timeframe, 
Sunday through Saturday, 8 AM to 5 PM because we found that all the farmers that we spoke to 
would only attend markets between those times. General responses such as “morning” or 
“afternoon” were tallied for 8 AM to 12 PM and 12 PM to 5 PM respectively. The responses that 
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were unintelligible were regarded as responders that were not interested in attending a farmers 
market. Questions that asked for availabilities and preferences for food that might be available 
for purchase were indirectly evaluated to determine overall interest. 
3.5 Initiatives on Other Campuses 
We looked at three other colleges in Worcester to see how they are handling the issue of 
food sustainability. We contacted Paul Wykes, the Business Manager for Clark University, 
Martin Dudek, the Assistant Director of Dining Services for the College of the Holy Cross, and 
Rich Perna, the Chartwells Director for Worcester State University and conducted interviews 
with them. We chose interviewing as the preferred method of investigation because it allowed us 
to specify questions for each school. Every college is different, and we wanted to be able to 
compare each food system to see what each institution is doing well and if Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute could make similar changes. We examined their educational brochures, 
sourcing, and food variety (i.e. processed meats/organic/natural). Clark University‟s educational 
brochures are attached in Appendix G. 
3.6 Summary 
            Even with the widespread drive towards delivering sustainable food to college campuses, 
we wanted to understand how important the topic was to the Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
(WPI) community. This was important because if understanding of the topic is lacking then there 
would not be any solid support for it. The next thing that we did was evaluate the current food 
systems in place. We wanted to make sure that we had a full knowledge of what was currently 
being done so that we could make recommendations if needed. Next, we contacted other schools 
in the Worcester area to find out what they were doing in terms of food sustainability. This was 
useful because it would give us a basis for comparison to WPI‟s food system. Finally, we looked 
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at local food sources such as farmers markets and Community Supported Agriculture. These 
were useful because they were considered to be a more sustainable source of food. 
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4.0 Results and Analysis 
The goal of this project was determine the sustainability of food sourcing at Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute (WPI). This was done with a variety of methods including a campus-wide 
survey at WPI to determine the interest in sustainability as well as how sustainable respondents 
perceived the on-campus dining facilities to be. Interviews with various personnel associated 
with the food system at WPI provided more information on the infrastructure of the food system. 
Our survey and interviews also looked at the sustainability of the Greek houses on the WPI 
campus. 
4.1 Sustainability of WPI’s On-Campus Dining Facilities 
 Our focus in the beginning of this project was to try to substantially improve the 
sourcing of food by Chartwells by decreasing the amount of food they buy from outside the local 
area. During the infancy of this project, we, like the majority of campus, did not know of or 
believe there were any concerted efforts to buy local, organic, and natural foods already in place 
– what we believed, at the time, was shaped by the ideal food system that we had preconceived 
notions of. Once research was under away, it became obvious that Chartwells has not been idle 
when it comes to sustainability, the details of which will be described in the coming section. 
Interviews with food firectors on other campuses helped us to determine if there were areas in 
food sustainability where other colleges were successful, but Chartwells was not. This helped our 
team agree upon a course of action that might help Chartwells develop a stronger relationship 
and dialogue between themselves and the rest of the campus.  
4.1.1 Sustainability of Chartwells’ Food System 
Chartwells has followed through on several sustainability-minded initiatives, especially 
in the past decade. These initiatives have not gone unnoticed. On The College Sustainability 
Report Card (2010), the Sustainability Endowments Institute has boosted Worcester Polytechnic 
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Institute‟s (WPI) food and recycling grade from a C in 2008, the first year of WPI‟s 
participation, to an A in the most recent survey for 2011. Eighty-five percent of this grade is 
directly food related; the rest is related to recycling and composting aside from the dining 
facilities. 
Chartwells has major initiatives in reducing and utilizing food waste. As part of Project 
Clean Plate, they measure the amount of food waste they produce in food preparation and 
unfinished food so they can recognize what can be done to reduce the amount of refuse. Food 
that is not served is donated to local food kitchens in Worcester. Trimmings from food 
preparation are sold to a local pig farmer.  
Chartwells trusts their food distributors, FreshPoint, Sid Wainer, and Hood, to provide as 
much local food as possible before spreading out nationally to meet their food needs. FreshPoint, 
in particular, is known to source food from within approximately 150 miles of Worcester before 
reaching further abroad. Sid Wainer has a reputation for being able to supply whatever food, 
common or exotic, a buyer is looking for. The source of any particular delivery, however, cannot 
be ascertained with certainty. In the on-campus dining facilities (Campus Center, Goat‟s Head, 
Morgan Commons, and Coyote Jack), they offer seafood, 90% of which is sustainable as 
recommended by the Monterrey Bay Aquarium Seafood Watch, cage-free eggs, antibiotic and 
hormone free poultry, human-growth hormone free dairy, fair-trade coffee, and an assortment of 
local vegetables and fruits. The beef, however, does not come from local sources, and its source 
is not definitively known. Please refer to Appendix N for the WPI College Sustainability Report 
Card summary. 
Beginning in 2009, Chartwells began holding a farmers market in Morgan Commons, the 
primary dining facility for undergraduates, especially freshmen. It is managed by their food 
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distributor, FreshPoint, who also represents the farms from which the food came. During the 
2010-2011 school year, a market was held in September and again in November. The regional 
district manager of Chartwells, Joe Kraskouskas, hopes to provide this interface more often so 
that students can become acquainted with Chartwells‟ sustainability efforts and to buy food. 
At the moment, Chartwells is not actively seeking out new food sustainability initiatives. 
Joe Kraskouskas stated that they are open to any and all suggestions for improvement. Several 
years ago, a student suggested using cage-free eggs in all facilities; Chartwells listened and made 
it a reality. 
4.1.2 Perception of Sustainability 
As can be seen in Figure 4.1 on the next page, a majority of Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute (WPI) survey respondents (60.7%) were, in general, moderately or very interested in 
sustainability. At the same time, only about 7% of respondents rated the on-campus dining 
facilities a 4 or 5 in food sustainability on a scale from 1-5, as presented on the next page in 
Figure 4.2. A general interpretation from these results would indicate that the reputation of 
Chartwells‟ food sustainability is practically non-existent on campus. A lack or absence of 
advertisements on food sustainability, such as posters and brochures, might contribute to this 
poor image. 
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Figure 4.1 Campus Interest in Sustainability, n=359
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Figure 4.2 Campus Perceptions of Chartwells’ Dining Facilities at WPI, n=35
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4.1.3 Food Sustainability at Other Worcester Area Colleges 
Clark University  
The Clark University campus is geared towards a more sustainable future. A sizeable 
percentage of undergraduates live in on-campus housing; most of whom are on a meal plan. Of 
the 3,500 undergraduates, about 1,500 are on a meal plan. Each week they serve 17,000 meals, 
so any type of sustainable initiatives would have to be able to cater to such a population. This is 
one of the reasons cited for not sourcing beef from the local area – there are not enough heads of 
cattle in the area to meet Clark‟s needs, and even if there were, it might cause a sizeable strain on 
local farms‟ ability to keep up with a large demand.  
Clark‟s food providers include Sodexo and Acme PrePak; both are based in Worcester 
and both try to source as much food locally as possible. Sodexo also provides food for 
Assumption College and Anna Maria College. Clark defines local food as being within a 160 
mile radius. Duva Distributor provides baked goods. Sysco also provides food to Clark 
University. 
Worcester State University 
The dining program at Worcester State University is headed by Chartwells and the food 
director there follows directives from Joe Kraskouskas, the Food Director for Chartwells at 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI). Because of this arrangement, the source of food at 
Worcester State comes from the same distributors as those at WPI: FreshPoint, Duva Distributor, 
Sid Wainer, and Hood. Many of the sustainable initiatives found at WPI are similar at Worcester 
State because they are run by the same administrator. 
College of the Holy Cross 
Dining services at the College of the Holy Cross is not contracted out to a food service 
provider, such as Chartwells at WPI or Sodexo at Clark. By being entirely internal, Holy Cross 
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has free reign to move their food program in whatever direction their campus and administration 
wants. Dining employees at Holy Cross are required to read The Omnivore‟s Dilemma, by 
Michael Pollan, so that they are acquainted with the problems associated with food 
sustainability.  
4.2 Off Campus Food Sustainability 
 About half of the student population at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) lives in 
apartments or in Greek houses off campus. The Greek community at WPI is a major 
demographic of our campus. Their ideas and practices have a large impact on the social settings 
of WPI. The Greek members and presidents were questioned to learn what they thought about 
sustainability, how the food systems in their respective houses work, and whether or not they 
thought their systems were sustainable. 
4.2.1 Survey of Greeks 
When the entire WPI community was surveyed, 15% of the people who responded were 
initiated Greek members. Out of 56 Greek responses, 60.7% of them were from members of the 
3 female fraternities and 39.3% were from the 13 male fraternities, this is shown on the next 
page in Figure 4.3. 
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Figure 4.3 Breakdown of Greek Survey Response, n=56
59 
 
 
From these results we conclude that there is much greater interest in the topic of sustainability on 
campus among the female Greeks. Not only did approximately 3/5 of the responses come from 
the females but a total of 4 male fraternities did not have any members respond.  
When the Greek organizations were asked to state their interest in sustainability, 75% of 
them said they were either moderately or very interested in sustainability, while 12.5% of Greeks 
did not know what sustainability meant. In addition, when asked about food sustainability, 
19.6% of those who responded did not know what that concept meant. As shown in Figure 4.4 
below, 43 out of 45 people who rated the food sustainability of their house on a scale of 1 to 5 
said that their house was a 3 or lower. 
60 
 
 
Figure 4.4 Evaluations by Greek Members of the Sustainability at Their Greek House n=56
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4.2.2 Responses from Greek Presidents and House Managers 
All Greek presidents were sent a short 7 question survey about the food system at their 
respective houses. We received 3 responses: one from the president of Alpha Gamma Delta, 
Rachel Wallace, one from the house manager of Phi Kappa Theta, Ben Travis, and one from the 
house manager of Alpha Chi Rho, John Wilder. 
The President of Alpha Gamma Delta, Rachel Wallace, informed us that food at Alpha 
Gamma Delta is acquired on an individual basis. Each person in the house is in charge of 
purchasing her own food. She stated that she usually shops for food every two weeks and spends 
approximately $40 per week. The sorority would like to change their food system to more of a 
group purchasing system, but they would not be able to do this until they moved into a new 
house, which they are currently fundraising for. 
The House Manager of Phi Kappa Theta, Ben Travis, told us that their fraternity has one 
person, the Quartermaster, who purchases food for the entire fraternity on a weekly basis. There 
are 13 brothers that reside in the house who have a full share of the food supplies. There are an 
additional 22 brothers who are restricted to snacks only, but the entire fraternity eats dinner 
together on Sunday nights. When asked whether the fraternity would be willing to change their 
current system to a more sustainable one, Ben responded that they would be willing to change if 
the new budget would be similar to their current system, which amounted to $8080 last semester. 
The House Steward of Alpha Chi Rho, John Wilder, informed us that his fraternity gets 
all their food from a licensed food service facility. They also have a chef who cooks two meals a 
day during the week for up to 30 people. John stated that the food-related goals of the fraternity 
include affordability and ease of use of the facilities. He said that if there were a cost effective 
and easy way to make the house more sustainable, then they would definitely consider doing so. 
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The house chef is the person who provides most of the food on a daily basis. Items such as bread, 
cereal, and other common items are purchased on a weekly basis. Approximately 75% to 80% of 
the food is bought fresh from various local providers with the intent of finding the freshest and 
most cost effective deals. The house food budget is $22,400 per year for meals and an additional 
$8,400 for snacks, milk, and juices. 
4.2.3 Analysis of Cost at Different Stores and Distributors 
From our cost comparison, FreshPoint was consistently the cheapest option for produce 
except for the 2-person household, where it was second cheapest. Sam‟s Club was consistently 
the cheapest option for the entire grocery bag. Whole Foods Market and Trader Joe‟s were 
consistently more expensive by 30-60%. Price Chopper had mid-level prices, which were neither 
substantially high nor low, compared to the other vendors. Since FreshPoint only sells produce, 
anyone buying from them would have to find alternative sources for their other needs such as 
milk and meat. The cheapest options for each sized house will be presented in the following 
sections. Greek houses or individual apartments, however, will have to conduct their own 
analysis to determine if changing their current food system, according to our results, will benefit 
them. A summary of our results are found in Table 4.1, below: 
Table 4. 1 Results Summary of Cost Comparison Analysis: Two Cheapest Options Shown 
Size Produce Total 
Small-Sized 
(2 people) 
Sam's Club 
($27.33) 
FreshPoint 
($28.08) 
Sam's Club 
($62.05) 
Price Chopper 
($72.57) 
Medium-
Sized (16 
people) 
FreshPoint 
($163.29) 
Sam's Club 
($219.46) 
Sam's Club 
($402.79) 
Price Chopper 
($572.79) 
Large-Sized 
(48 people) 
FreshPoint 
($342.67) 
Sam's Club 
($652.59) 
Sam's Club 
($1311.69) 
Price Chopper 
($1683.39) 
 
Small-Sized House (2 people) 
Our cost comparison analysis for a small-sized house, shown in Table 4.2 at the end of 
this section , revealed that the cheapest produce for a small-sized house of two people comes 
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from Sam‟s Club ($27.33), followed very closely by FreshPoint ($28.08). A common problem 
which these two options, however, is that they sell their items in bulk. At Sam‟s Club, items are 
typically sold in 3-5 lb packages, which means the food being purchased in this “weekly” 
grocery bag will last beyond one week, or, possibly, go bad. Despite FreshPoint‟s low prices, it 
would not be practical for a two-person apartment to order from them because they require a 
$150 minimum order. It might be possible to purchase from FreshPoint if several houses formed 
a buying group, but there would be many logistical issues related to this arrangement such as 
drop-off/pick-up points and designating a liaison to order and interface with FreshPoint. The 
cheapest option for the entire grocery bag was Sam‟s Club. If the house does not wish to buy in 
bulk, then Price Chopper is similarly priced at $72.57. 
Medium-Sized House (16 people) 
For a medium-sized house of 16 people, the cheapest option for produce comes from 
FreshPoint ($163.29), which was 34% cheaper than the next cheapest option, Sam‟s Club 
($219.46). Compared to a small-sized house of two people, purchasing in bulk from FreshPoint 
and Sam‟s Club for a medium-sized house becomes more viable. They would be able to meet the 
minimum order requirement of FreshPoint, so the house would be able to purchase for their own 
needs without having to form a buying group. Also, the bulk items at Sam‟s Club could easily be 
consumed before they expire. The cheapest option for the entire grocery bag is Sam‟s Club 
($402.79), which is nearly $170 less than the next cheapest option, Price Chopper. The complete 
results of our cost comparison for a medium-sized house can be found in Table 4.3, at the end of 
this section. 
Large-Sized House (48 people) 
Larger-sized houses provide the opportunity to buy greater amounts of food in bulk, 
which we consider to be more sustainable because of reduced packaging. For a house of 48 
people, the cheapest option for produce is FreshPoint ($342.67), which was 47% less than the 
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next cheapest option, Sam‟s Club ($652.29). FreshPoint would be a good option for the larger 
Greek houses at WPI, including Sigma Phi Epsilon, Sigma Alpha Epsilon and Alpha Tau 
Omega.  The cost of the produce from FreshPoint was substantially less than the other four 
options because larger-sized houses are able to take advantage of very large bulk orders such as 
160ct apples for $22.50. The cheapest grocery bag for a large house came from Sam‟s Club 
($1311.69), which was $356.40 cheaper than Price Chopper ($1683.39). These results do not 
take sale prices into account, however, so it might be possible for Price Chopper‟s costs to be 
lower than is presented here. Out cost comparison results for a large-sized house can be seen in 
Table 4.4 on page 68. 
Sustainability of Various Vendors 
All vendors that were part of this analysis have their own sustainability pros and cons. 
FreshPoint prides itself on providing as much local food as possible before looking outside New 
England and abroad to meet their needs. They, however, have a minimum order of $150 on 
deliveries. This makes FreshPoint‟s food inaccessible to small and medium-sized houses that 
might not be able to purchase the minimum amount unless they formed a buying group. If a 
buying group could, in fact, be formed, then FreshPoint is the most economically viable option 
for purchasing produce compared to other vendors.  
Sam‟s Club sells many items in bulk, which uses less packaging and, in turn, means less 
packaging and waste ends up in landfills. At the same time, the sustainability of many of Sam‟s 
Club‟s food items is questionable. They do not necessarily source any of their food locally, and 
the methods used to produce their meats are suspect. 
 Trader Joe‟s and Whole Food Market specialize in providing a wide variety of products, 
including local and organic foods. While it is great that they provide local and organic options, 
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most of the food is not organic AND local. Many of Whole Foods‟ organic food items are 
sourced from Mexico, Honduras, and California.  
Price Chopper is a regional supermarket chain located in New England. We included 
Price Chopper in our cost comparison analysis because, in most respects, it is typical of the 
“average” supermarket and, also, because it is a popular shopping option among WPI students. 
On occasion, they will sell produce from local farms but not much else is sourced locally. They 
also offer organic products such as eggs and milk, but the source of most of their food is not 
known with certainty.  
Our cost comparison analysis did not take the sustainability of food into account. At the 
moment, our results only include the food items that were the lowest price. Placing added value 
on items that are organic, local, fair-trade, cage-free, etc. would have been too difficult. In the 
end, our analysis revealed that FreshPoint was the cheapest source for produce. We were pleased 
with this result because FreshPoint seems to be the most sustainable option among the different 
vendors, at this point. They source their food locally and are able to tell the source of any local 
food they sell, and they offer large bulk sizes at affordable prices. FreshPoint already provides 
food for Chartwells, so any deliveries or drop-offs for Greek houses or off-campus apartments 
would all be made at one location, thereby reducing transportation costs. For these reasons, we 
believe FreshPoint is the all-around most sustainable food vendor. 
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Table 4.2: Weekly Grocery Bag for Small Sized Apartment 
Weekly Grocery 
Bag Product Quantity Weight 
Sam's 
Club 
Whole 
Foods 
Trader 
Joe's FreshPoint 
Price 
Chopper 
Small-sized: 2 
 
(est. unit wt. in 
oz) 
 
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 
Fruits Apple 7 sm (5.52) 2.42 lb 1.78 4.58 4.13 3.5 4.09 
  Orange 7 lg (5.30) 2.32 lb 1.85 3.46 2.32 3.85 2.31 
  Banana 7 lg (4.80) 2.10 lb 1.04 1.66 1.33 1.68 1.45 
  Honeydew Melon 1 wh (45.15) 2.82 lb each 3.98 3.99 9.28 2.55 3.99 
Vegetables Bell Pepper 5 lg (5.78) 1.81 lb 5.7 3.6 2.33 2.26 4.51 
  Tomato 5 lg (6.42) 2.00 lb 4.65 3.98 4.98 3.3 3.98 
  Broccoli 1 bunch (21.45) 1.34 lb 2.09 3.34 2.49 2.8 2.26 
  Celery 1 head (22.60) 1.41 lb 1.75 2.49 2.99 1.4 2.99 
  Carrot 10 med (2.15) 1.34 lb 0.8 1.06 1.06 1.33 1.29 
  Onion 5 lg (5.29) 1.65 lb 0.82 1.23 1.3 1.24 1.64 
  Potato 5 md (7.51) 2.35 lb 0.99 2.35 1.88 2.47 1.88 
  Romaine Lettuce 1 head (22.08) 1.38 lb 1.88 3.44 5.06 1.7 2.49 
  Produce Total     27.33 35.18 39.15 28.08 32.88 
Meat/Poultry 
Ground Beef, 90% 
lean 1.65 pounds 1.65 lb 4.92 11.53 8.23   8.23 
  Pork Chop 1.65 pounds 1.65 lb 4.59 9.06 9.88   4.11 
  Chicken Breast 1.65 pounds 1.65 lb 9.51 7.24 8.23   4.27 
  
Meat/Poultry 
Total     19.02 27.83 26.34   16.61 
Eggs Eggs, large 1 dozen 1 dozen 1.56 2.49 2.79   2.69 
Milk Milk, 1% 
3 gallon (128 fl 
oz) 3 gallon 6.84 10.47 10.47   11.37 
Bread Wheat Bread 3 pounds 
2 24oz 
loaves 3.98 6.78 5.19   5.18 
Pasta All Varieties 4 pounds 4.00 lb 3.32 3.96 3.96   3.84 
  Total     62.05 86.71 87.9 28.08 72.57 
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Table 4.3: Weekly Grocery Bag for Medium Sized Apartment or Greek House 
Weekly Grocery 
Bag Product Quantity Weight 
Sam's 
Club 
Whole 
Foods 
Trader 
Joe's FreshPoint 
Price 
Chopper 
Medium-sized: 16 
 
(est. unit wt. in 
oz) 
 
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 
Fruits Apple 56 sm (5.52) 19.32 lb 14.99 38.45 33.04 22.05 32.72 
  Orange 56 lg (5.30) 18.55 lb 14.8 27.64 18.5 16.73 18.48 
  Banana 56 lg (4.80) 16.80 lb 8.29 13.27 10.64 13.44 11.6 
  Honeydew Melon 8 wh (45.15) 
22.58 lb/ 8 
whole 31.84 31.92 74.29 20 31.92 
Vegetables Bell Pepper 40 lg (5.78) 14.45 lb 45.53 28.76 18.64 10.56 36.08 
  Tomato 40 lg (6.42) 16.05 lb 37.34 31.94 39.96 10.91 31.84 
  Broccoli 8 bunch (21.45) 10.72 lb 16.72 26.69 19.92 15.32 18.08 
  Celery 8 head (22.60) 11.30 lb 14.01 19.94 23.92 11.2 23.92 
  Carrot 80 med (2.15) 10.75 lb 6.41 8.49 8.49 9.68 8.58 
  Onion 40 lg (5.29) 13.22 lb 6.58 9.85 10.44 9.3 10.56 
  Potato 40 md (7.51) 18.78 lb 7.94 18.74 14.99 10.5 11.25 
  Romaine Lettuce 8 head (22.08) 11.04 lb 15.01 27.49 40.45 13.6 19.92 
  Produce Total     219.46 283.18 313.28 163.29 254.95 
Meat/Poultry 
Ground Beef, 90% 
lean 13.2 pounds 13.20 lb 39.34 92.27 65.87   65.84 
  Pork Chop 13.2 pounds 13.20 lb 36.7 72.47 79.07   32.88 
  Chicken Breast 13.2 pounds 13.20 lb 21.12 57.95 65.87   34.16 
  Meat/Poultry     97.16 222.69 210.81   132.88 
Eggs Eggs 8 dozen 8 dozen 9.53 17.04 22.32   21.52 
Milk Milk, 1% 
24 gallon (128 fl 
oz) 24 gallon 18.24 83.76 83.76   90.96 
Bread Wheat Bread 24 pounds 
8 24oz 
loaves 31.84 54.24 20.72   41.44 
Pasta All Varieties 32 pounds 32.00 lb 26.56 31.68 31.68   30.72 
  Total     402.79 692.59 682.57 163.29 572.47 
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Table 4.4: Weekly Grocery Bag for Large Sized Apartment or Greek House 
Weekly Grocery 
Bag Product Quantity Weight 
Sam's 
Club 
Whole 
Foods 
Trader 
Joe's FreshPoint 
Price 
Chopper 
Large-sized: 48 
 
(est. unit wt. in 
oz) 
 
($) ($) ($) ($) ($) 
Fruits Apple 168 sm (5.52) 57.96 lb 44.98 115.34 99.12 23.62 97.95 
  Orange 168 lg (5.30) 55.65 lb 44.41 82.92 55.51 25.92 55.51 
  Banana 168 lg (4.80) 50.40 lb 24.86 39.82 31.92 27.4 34.78 
  Honeydew Melon 24 wh (45.15) 
67.72 lb/ 24 
whole 95.52 95.76 222.8 60 95.76 
Vegetables Bell Pepper 120 lg (5.78) 43.35 lb 136.6 86.27 55.92 31.68 107.94 
  Tomato 120 lg (6.42) 48.15 lb 112.03 95.82 119.89 32.74 95.82 
  Broccoli 24 bunch (21.45) 32.18 lb 50.2 80.13 59.76 46 54.38 
  Celery 24 head (22.60) 33.90 lb 42.04 59.83 70.08 24.54 71.76 
  Carrot 240 med (2.15) 32.25 lb 19.22 25.48 25.48 11.29 25.74 
  Onion 120 lg (5.29) 39.68 lb 14.87 29.56 31.35 15.09 31.7 
  Potato 120 med (7.51) 56.32 lb 22.52 56.21 44.94 19 33.74 
  Romaine Lettuce 24 head (22.08) 33.12 lb 45.04 82.47 121.35 25.39 25.39 
  Produce Total     652.29 849.61 938.12 342.67 730.47 
Meat/Poultry 
Ground Beef, 90% 
lean 39.6 pounds 39.60 lb 118 276.8 197.6   197.6 
  Pork Chop 39.6 pounds 39.60 lb 110.09 217.4 237.2   98.6 
  Chicken Breast 39.6 pounds 39.60 lb 63.36 173.84 197.6   102.56 
  Meat/Poultry     291.45 668.04 632.4   398.76 
Eggs Eggs 24 dozen 24 dozen 28.59 51.12 66.96   64.56 
Milk Milk, 1% 
72 gallon (128 fl 
oz) 72 gallon 164.16 251.28 251.28   272.88 
Bread Wheat Bread 72 pounds 
48 24oz 
loaves 95.52 162.72 124.32   124.56 
Pasta All Varieties 96 pounds 96.00 lb 79.68 95.04 95.04   92.16 
  Total     1311.69 2077.81 2108.12 342.67 1683.39 
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4.3 Education 
An important topic that surfaced from our analysis on improving food sustainability at 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute is the need for education of students about what sustainability is 
in relation to food. Many of the surveyed students and faculty admitted that they did not know 
what sustainability was in general or their survey responses about the definition of food 
sustainability were inaccurate. The survey responses for what sustainability is were analyzed to 
determine what the members of the campus community think sustainability means. Some of the 
more common responses were answers such as “finishing everything on your plate” and 
comments about not wasting food. While this is important, it does not encompass the entire 
concept of food sustainability. 
4.3.1 Knowledge 
When people on campus were surveyed about how they would rate the food sustainability 
of Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) 19.5% did not know what sustainability is. At a 
technical school, like WPI, this lack of knowledge among undergraduate students is a serious 
deficiency because engineers are going to be involved with systems that will need to be 
sustainable. The freshman class was the largest group of people who did not know what 
sustainability is. Approximately 24 percent of freshman who took our survey did not know what 
sustainability meant. Freshman would be the most important group to target when providing WPI 
students with education on the topic because they have the most to learn. Also, by educating the 
freshman, it will begin a foundation for the future with those freshmen being able to educate the 
incoming classes. 
4.3.2 Administration 
Elizabeth Tomaszewski, the Facilities Systems Manager and Sustainability Coordinator 
at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI), had some supportive opinions about sustainable food 
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at WPI. She thought that Chartwells should have more local food options and she also supported 
the Green Team‟s initiative to have a monthly local food day at the cafeteria. The procedure for 
bringing a new sustainability initiative like this has a few steps. One of the first steps would be 
getting support from a member of the administration. This administrator could then bring a 
suggestion to the President‟s Task Force on Sustainability meeting, which is a group made up of 
senior campus members such as the Vice President of Campus Life, the Chief Financial Officer, 
and the Vice President of Facilities. These people are generally very busy, so they would then 
delegate carrying out an initiative to someone who could put it into action. In most cases of food 
sustainability ideas, this initiative would go to Joe Kraskouskas, the resident district manager of 
Chartwells for the Worcester area. He would then consider it and try to make it happen or say 
that it is not financially feasible or needs some modifications. 
4.3.3 Clark University 
Clark University has shown good initiative in informing its students about sustainability 
programs within the institution. They post brochures outside their cafeteria that are available for 
students to read. These can be seen in Appendix G. This is different from Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute (WPI), because Chartwells does not advertise most of their sustainability initiatives. 
Clark also has a campus wide sustainability committee. This is similar to WPI with the Green 
Team and the President‟s Task Force on Sustainability, which are a student group and 
administrative group, respectively. Another large difference between WPI and Clark was the 
ability for Clark students to comment on changes being made with the food. At Clark there is a 
bulletin board outside of the dining hall for students to place comments on. This allows new 
ideas or proposals to come from students. One of the main reasons why Paul Wykes, the business 
manager at Clark University, wants such a strong connection between students and food 
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production is that he wants to make sure they are updated on what changes are being made. This 
will lead to good relations between their administration and the student body. 
4.3.4 The College of the Holy Cross 
Martin Dudek, the Assistant Director of Dining Services at the College of the Holy Cross, 
has made food sustainability one of his top priorities. He said that Holy Cross is trying to become 
as sustainable as is feasibly possible in an environment like New England. One of the reasons 
that Holy Cross is able to pursue sustainability so freely is that its food service is not run by an 
independent company, but by the school itself. One of the things that Holy Cross has done to 
engage the students in food sustainability has been to hold “slow food” dinners every other week. 
These dinners celebrate food that is cooked using mostly raw ingredients, rather than “fast food” 
that is just instantly provided, often from processed food, without much thought to the time that 
was put into cooking it. This gives people a deeper appreciation for what goes into the dinner and 
what they are putting into their bodies. 
4.4 Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) and Farmers Markets 
 Over the course of our project, we formulated a few ideas to increase the availability of 
sustainable food to the Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) community. The ideas ranged from 
expanding farmers markets at WPI in terms of location, size and frequency, creating CSA 
agreements with local farms and members of the WPI community, purchasing and distributing 
food through a cooperative, and coordinating the WPI Greek houses to opt into a contract with a 
local sustainable food distributor, FreshPoint. 
4.4.1 Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) at WPI 
Of these ideas, we originally believed that the two most feasible solutions were to expand 
the farmers markets currently in existence on Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s (WPI) campus 
and creating CSA agreements between the WPI population and either local farms or a local 
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distributor. Fifty-two percent of faculty and staff and fifty-three percent of graduate students who 
participated in our survey were interested in participating in a CSA if one were established on the 
WPI campus. If these statistics are representative of the WPI faculty, staff and graduate students 
as a whole, then moving forward with a CSA would be a strong option. 
Only faculty, staff, and graduate students were asked about CSA‟s in our survey. This 
was purposely done because the time of the New England harvest is most bountiful during late 
spring, summer, and early fall, a time period in which most undergraduate students are not 
present on the WPI campus. In fact, those undergraduate students living close to campus during 
the summer could also participate in a CSA. If enough CSA agreements or contracts were made, 
it might even be possible to include students who are only present on campus during the school 
year. 
4.4.2 Farmers Markets at WPI 
Another option we believe would deliver sustainable food to the greatest percentage of 
the Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) population is the establishment of a farmers market on 
or close to campus. After observing the farmers markets that were already in place around 
Worcester, we were able to get feedback from the people who organized these events.  
Daniel Batchelder, a FreshPoint produce specialist, was helpful in making suggestions 
and comments on the current farmers market that is run by Chartwells on campus. Mr. 
Batchelder commented that the WPI farmers markets were “popular compared to other college 
campus farmers markets.” The farmers markets that occurred during the 2010 fall semester 
operated by having Chartwells purchase all the produce that was then marketed to the students 
and faculty. The market produce that was not purchased by WPI students and staff was used by 
Chartwells as part of the campus dining hall food supply. 
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In our survey, we asked all the respondents to list the best times for attending a farmers 
market on campus. We compiled the data into tables and graphs presented below. The raw data 
can be found in Appendix B. 
 
Table 4.5 Ideal Time for WPI Farmers Market, as provided in Campus-wide Survey 
Time Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday 
8-9 55 23 21 38 23 24 50 
9-10 57 25 23 40 25 24 56 
10-11 94 56 54 72 56 57 93 
11-12 97 60 58 77 60 61 96 
12-13 110 111 109 130 110 112 103 
13-14 111 105 102 128 105 108 107 
14-15 105 94 91 115 93 97 100 
15-16 106 91 96 119 96 103 104 
16-17 85 80 75 97 76 82 76 
17+ 56 42 41 64 39 47 62 
       
  
Legend 0-42 43-64 65-86 87-108 109-130 
Number of 
Availabilities, 
n=359 people 
 
From our survey, of 359 total responses, 13.1% would not purchase any food at a nearby 
farmers market from any category of food. The categories we used were: vegetables, fruits, eggs, 
beef, poultry, bread and milk. This value is slightly different from the percentage of responses 
saying that they would not attend a farmers market to the question “What days and times would 
you attend a Farmers Market?” Assuming that the 14.4% of respondents who expressed no 
interest in attending a farmers market includes the same 13.1% from the previous question 
mentioned, then 85.6% of those who participated in our survey would attend a farmers market. 
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Figure 4.5 Survey Data Showing Preferences for Days and Hours Each Day for a WPI 
Farmers Market 
  
Figure 4.6 WPI Consumer Interest in Various Products at Hypothetical WPI Farmers 
Market, n=359          
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 In addition to this data, we discussed possible market locations with Emily Perlow, 
Elizabeth Tomaszewski, Joe Kraskouskas, Creighton Peet, Bethel Eddy and Daniel Batchelder. 
Strong options for locations on the WPI campus that could be reviewed for further evaluation 
include the Morgan Hall Lobby, the Quad, a section of the Gordon C. Library parking lot, the 
Higgins House parking lot, the Campus Center Odeum, the West Street parking lot, and the 
Gateway Park parking lots or surrounding open areas. Institute Park could also be a good 
location that would make markets easily accessible and visible to the general public since it 
would be near a high-traffic road. These locations could also be considered for CSA drop-off and 
pickup points except for outdoor venues due to weather considerations. 
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5.0 Conclusions and Recommendations 
 Delivering sustainable food on a regular basis is a challenge for any community with a 
population as concentrated and as large as Worcester Polytechnic Institute‟s (WPI). In this 
chapter, we have drawn conclusions and made recommendations as a result of our research that 
have the potential to bring sustainable food to all of the WPI community. We comment on WPI‟s 
on-campus Chartwells Dining Services and WPI‟s off-campus student apartments and Greek 
houses. We discuss general education, farmers markets and Community Supported Agriculture 
(CSA) on the WPI campus and their potential applications and logistic requirements. 
5.1 Conclusions of Food Sustainability on the WPI Campus 
 Efforts to incorporate more locally produced food in on-campus dining facilities at 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) have been well underway to improve the amount of local 
food that is purchased by Chartwells. During the 2009-2010 school year, 28.2% of the annual 
food budget was spent on locally grown, raised, or processed food, which Chartwells‟ 
distributors, FreshPoint, Sid Wainer, and Hood, do their best to obtain from New England. At 
this time, the meat and poultry found in on-campus dining facilities are not from local sources. 
Grains, beans, maple syrup, honey, and cereals are not locally sourced, either.  
 Although Chartwells has many food-related initiatives, including composting, waste 
reduction, recycling oil, and donating leftovers to soup kitchens, a relatively small percentage 
(7%) of the WPI population who responded to our survey consider the on-campus dining 
facilities to be above average in food sustainability efforts. 
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5.2 Recommendation for Improved Food Sustainability on the Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute (WPI) Campus 
 During our research, we found several local beef, poultry, and honey farmers. While it 
would be unrealistic to expect only one or two local farms to supply all the beef and poultry-
needs of Chartwells, it might be possible to make a portion of the purchases from the local 
community. Another feasible addition to the food that is locally sourced would be buying maple 
syrup and honey from New England farmers. 
5.3 Conclusions about Sustainability in Greek Houses at Worcester Polytechnic Institute 
(WPI) 
Based on data gathered from surveys and interviews, we learned that most Greek 
houses do not have the financial and social motivation to change their food system. This 
statement is truer for the male fraternities because they showed much less willingness to 
participate in our project. There would need to be a greater incentive for there to be effective 
change in the houses. In addition, a portion of the Greek members did not know what the term 
sustainability meant, which shows the need for more education on sustainability and food 
sustainability on campus. 
According to our cost comparison analysis for various food vendors, Sam‟s Club and 
FreshPoint are the two cheapest options for produce for all-sized houses. FreshPoint, however, is 
clearly less expensive for larger household sizes. The cheapest option for one-stop shopping for 
houses of all sizes is Sam‟s Club.  
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5.4 Recommendations for Improved Sustainability in Greek Houses at Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute (WPI) 
To combat the lack of knowledge on sustainability, it may be necessary for the 
Interfraternity Council and Panhellenic Council to offer a food sustainability education 
conference to the house stewards and presidents of each Greek house. In addition to this, to add 
incentive for the houses to make a change toward greater food sustainability, it would be 
beneficial for the Greek Alumni Council to give out an award to the house with the best food 
sustainability.  
We are unsure of the current food system present at each house, so individual 
recommendations cannot be made. Medium-sized and large-sized Greek houses should consider 
purchasing their produce from FreshPoint. This would be far less expensive than Sam‟s Club, 
and FreshPoint also sources as much of their produce from local farms as possible. Smaller-sized 
houses or apartments can also participate in buying from FreshPoint if they organized a buying 
group to collectively purchase enough food to meet their minimum order requirement of $150. 
Since FreshPoint only provides produce, the best option for consumers who do not want 
to purchase items from separate vendors should purchase food from Sam‟s Club. They are 
consistently the cheapest option for an entire grocery bag of items for all house sizes. The items 
at FreshPoint, however, are, most, likely, not locally sourced. Both Sam‟s Club, and FreshPoint, 
however, do sell in bulk, so purchasing any food items from them would reduce the amount of 
packaging compared to purchasing many smaller sized items from supermarkets.  
No matter where the groups on campus choose to purchase their food, however, it is 
important to note that our cost comparison analysis does not take sale prices into account. If 
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consumers are able to consistently get lower prices at another location, then that may be the best 
choice for them. 
5.5 Conclusions about Education 
An increase in information available about food sustainability is necessary for any change 
about the topic to happen. The Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) campus is currently 
uninformed about the topic of food sustainability in general. They are also uninformed about 
what efforts are currently underway to improve food sustainability. There is very little 
advertising about what food sustainability is and how to address it. The current inability of 
Chartwells to effectively convey their message of sustainability leads to a lack of knowledge 
about the subject on the WPI campus. The administration members are open to new ideas and the 
possibility of making changes in the way they address food sustainability. The freshmen would 
be the best group to target for education on food sustainability because they would be at WPI for 
the next four years. This also would give the opportunity to make the increase of food 
sustainability at WPI a common goal. 
5.6 Recommendations for Improved Education 
The Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) campus needs to be more informed about food 
sustainability. This can be accomplished by showcasing brochures and posters outside of the 
dining facilities. To improve Chartwells‟ sustainability image among the WPI population, 
Chartwells can design and put up attractive posters or brochures that will succinctly tell the story 
of their efforts. Perhaps Chartwells could even sponsor a poster design competition on campus. 
To make such a competition easier (or more successful since it seems most WPI students are 
unaware of the full extent of Chartwells‟ initiatives), Chartwells could provide a list of slogans or 
key phrases they would like to appear on the design.  
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Education of sustainability could also be accomplished by educating students when they 
are entering the school during New Student Orientation. This would happen by having the 
Resident Advisors and Community Advisors recommend their students to go to an educational 
presentation. It is important that the students know what they are consuming and where it is 
coming from. When local food is being used in the cafeteria, Chartwells should advertise its 
source. For example, Chartwells could have a sign saying the beef in a certain dish is from a 
certain farm.  
Another possibility is that slow food dinners could be held similar to those held by Holy 
Cross. These could be counted as equal to two meals on the meal plan if the food is of a higher 
quality or price, and the students could possibly participate in cooking the food. This would have 
to be researched further to determine if there are any health restrictions. This could also be 
separated into two different options: a sustainable dinner with the meal cooked or a cooking class 
with sustainable food items. This would allow the students to become familiar with how the food 
is prepared and what is going into it as well as possibly learning how to cook which would be a 
future life skill. 
5.7 Conclusions about Farmers Markets and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
After considerable investigative and observational research at local Worcester farmers 
markets and cooperatives, we found that the markets are good social events that bring a 
community together while providing the community with environmentally and economically 
sustainable food. Farmers markets not only deliver sustainable food to consumers, but they 
educate the consumers and teach the importance of agriculture and sustainable food. Our survey 
uncovered that there is strong interest in establishing a farmers market at Worcester Polytechnic 
Institute. CSAs were also deemed popular enough to warrant further consideration based on our 
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survey results. More than half of the surveyed faculty, staff and graduate students of WPI were 
interested in participating in a CSA.  
5.8 Recommendations for Farmers Markets and Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) 
Weekly or biweekly markets in the spring and fall would be ideal so that farmers and 
Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) can prepare and expect to do business at the WPI market 
on a regular basis. The best available times would be 12:00 to 14:00 on Sundays, 12:00 to 13:00 
any weekday or 12:00 to 16:00 on Wednesdays. We also assumed that the best times for CSA 
drop offs and pickups would occur around the same time. 
Cooperative representatives from the local area also suggested that setting up a CSA 
would be more beneficial than a buying group. If a CSA were formed, WPI would need a 
coordinator for the program who would organize for few hours on a weekly basis and check in 
with farmers and WPI community members participating. 
Coordinating campus space for a farmers market at those peak free times suggested may 
be difficult considering the limited parking and construction, so more research needs to be 
conducted in this area. Strong possibilities for locations for either farmers markets or CSA drop-
offs and pickups are: the Morgan Hall Wedge, the Quadrangle, the Gordon Library parking lot, 
the Higgins House parking lot, the Odeum, Institute Park, and the Gateway Park parking lots. 
Public access May be most feasible at Institute Park, which is next to a high-traffic road. Both of 
these options need to be evaluated in reference to the food services agreement between WPI and 
Chartwells as well to insure that no infringement of the agreement would occur. It might also be 
possible to have WPI work study students work at the farmers market. 
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Appendix C: Interview Protocols 
Director of Chartwells: Joe Kraskouskas 
1. What kind of sustainable food initiatives do you have in place? 
2. Are there any plans to expand these initiatives in the future? If so, what are they? 
3. What are some obstacles preventing you from purchasing more food locally? 
4. Is it possible to shift food offerings to one that is almost completely seasonal-based? 
5. Why doesn‟t Chartwells purchase things like grass-fed beef? 
6. If FreshPoint doesn‟t fulfill all of your food needs, from where else do you procure your 
food? 
7. Besides farmers, FreshPoint, and Chartwells, are there any other entities in-between? 
What role do these entities play? 
8. Is there an interest from Chartwells to deal directly with farmers to supplement your 
inventory or fill in gaps so that you can purchase a food locally? 
9. What kinds of problems/limitations prevent WPI‟s food system from being more 
sustainable? 
10. Are there practices/initiatives that Chartwells has in place on other campuses that are not 
possible on WPI because of some limitations? If so, what are the practices and why are 
they not feasible at WPI? 
11. Would Chartwells be interested in supporting a weekly Farmers Market near campus to 
make locally grown food more accessible to the local community and itself? 
12. Would a Farmers Market conflict with any agreements Chartwells has with WPI? 
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Assistant Manager of Clark Dining Services: Paul Wykes 
13. Would you consider your food system to be sustainable? If yes, how so? If not, where is 
there room for improvement? 
14. How is Sodexo involved in your food system? Does Clark Dining Services represent 
them? 
15. What kind of sustainable food initiatives does Clark Dining Services have in place? 
16. Are there any plans to expand these initiatives in the future? If so, what are they? 
17. We are aware that you purchase some of your food locally through Acme Prepak; what 
are some obstacles, if any, which are preventing you from purchasing even more food 
locally? 
18. Is it possible to shift your food offerings to one that is almost completely seasonal-based? 
19. Why doesn‟t Chartwells purchase things like grass-fed beef? 
20. If Acme Prepak and Duva Distributors does not fulfill all of your food needs, from where 
else do you procure your food? 
21. Besides farmers, Acme, Duva, and yourself, are there any other entities in-between? 
What role do these entities play? 
22. Have you ever considered dealing directly with farmers to supplement your inventory or 
fill in gaps so that you can purchase more food locally? 
23. What kinds of problems/limitations prevent Clark‟s food system from being more 
sustainable? 
24. Are there practices/initiatives that you or Sodexo has in place on other campuses that are 
not possible on Clark because of some limitations? If so, what are the practices and why 
are they not feasible at Clark? 
116 
 
 
Director of Chartwells at Worcester State: Rich Perna 
1. Would you consider your food system to be sustainable? If yes, how so? If not, how can 
it be improved? 
2. What kind of sustainable food initiatives do you have in place? 
3. Are there any plans to expand these initiatives in the future? If so, what are they? 
4. FreshPoint is the produce distributor for Chartwells at WPI. From where or whom do you 
purchase your food? 
5. What are some obstacles preventing you from purchasing more food locally? 
6. Is it possible to shift food offerings to one that is almost completely seasonal-based? 
7. Why doesn‟t Chartwells purchase things like grass-fed beef? 
8. If your food distributor doesn‟t fulfill all of your food needs, from where else do you 
procure your food? 
9. Besides farmers, the food distributors mentioned above, and Chartwells, are there any 
other entities in-between? What role do these entities play? 
10. Is there an interest from Chartwells to deal directly with farmers to supplement your 
inventory or fill in gaps so that you can purchase a food locally? 
11. What kinds of problems/limitations prevent Worcester State‟s food system from being 
more sustainable? 
12. Are there practices/initiatives that Chartwells has in place on other campuses that are not 
possible at Worcester State because of some limitations? If so, what are the practices and 
why are they not feasible at Worcester State? 
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Assistant Manager of Holy Cross Dining: Martin Dudek 
1. Would you consider your food system to be sustainable? If yes, how so? If not, where is 
there room for improvement? 
2. What kind of sustainable food initiatives does Holy Cross Dining Services have in place? 
3. Are there any plans to expand these initiatives in the future? If so, what are they? 
4. Do you purchase any of your food locally? If so, how much?  
5. What are some obstacles, if any, which are preventing you from purchasing even more 
food locally? 
6. Is it possible to shift your food offerings to one that is almost completely seasonal-based? 
7. Who is your food distributor? If your distributor does not fulfill all of your food needs, 
from where else do you procure your food? 
8. Besides farmers, your food distributor(s) mentioned above, and yourself, are there any 
other entities in-between? What role do these entities play? 
9. Have you ever considered dealing directly with farmers to supplement your inventory or 
fill in gaps so that you can purchase more food locally? 
10. What kinds of problems/limitations prevent Holy Cross‟s food system from being more 
sustainable? 
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FreshPoint Produce Specialist: Daniel Batchelder 
1. What kind of products does FreshPoint provide? Only food from New England region or 
do they also provide products from further away such as coffee, sugar, wheat flour, etc.? 
2. Would FreshPoint be interested in providing food for the Greek houses on campus? 
3. How does the distribution chain work? 
4. How many farmers markets does FreshPoint participate in? 
5. How is food ordered? 
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Farmers Market Organizer: Andrew O’ Keefe 
1. I am aware that you organize Farmers Markets in the Worcester and Shrewsbury area. 
Are there any other communities where you organize Farmers Markets or plan on 
organizing in the future? 
2. How did you get involved with these farmers markets? 
3. In your opinion, what is the goal of providing these markets to these communities? 
4. Are there any criteria that farmers need to meet in order to participate? If so, what are 
some of the things you expect out of your vendors? 
5. Are all vendors from the local community? What is considered local? Is distance an 
important factor when considering a farm for a certain market? 
6. Do vendors represent their own single farm or are there some vendors who represent 
multiple farms? 
7. Besides sourcing vendors locally, are there any initiatives you and your organization have 
in place to be more mindful of sustainability? 
8. Is there a preference for vendors who grow food sustainably? 
9. What kinds of products are available? Is everything seasonal or do some vendors sell 
imported food that are either not in season or not grown regionally? 
10. We are thinking of bringing a Farmers Market to our college campus to make local food 
more accessible to WPI‟s surrounding community. Would there be an interest from 
organizers such as yourself, or local farmers to participate? 
11. What kind of hurdles might be expected from such an endeavor? 
12. Are vendors contracted to stay at your market for a specified time period? Or can they 
stop coming at any time for whatever reason? 
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13. Do farmers pay a rent for space at your markets? Are there any other costs a vendor 
needs to pay? 
14. What kind of regulations and standards (infrastructure) would need to be in place before 
vendors can be arranged and a market held? 
15. At smaller markets, do vendors ever get paid a flat rate to show up so that it might be 
worth their time? 
16. How much of their sales revenue do farmers at your markets get to keep? 
17. What kind of advertising do you use? 
18. How much of a budget do you operate on in total, and for each individual market? 
(Specific dollar amount not required, but preferred) 
19. Are there any people who can be contacted for more information on soliciting vendors or 
on setting up an infrastructure? 
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Dairy Farmer 
1. Are your cattle raised in a pasture? 
a. If so, during which seasons do they graze? 
b. If not, how are they raised? 
2. Are your cattle fed anything else besides grass, hay and silage? 
a. If so, what else? 
3. Are your cattle given rBGH or any type of synthetic hormone? 
a. If so, what type(s) or brand(s)? 
4. Are your cattle ever given antibiotics? 
a. If so what type(s) or brand(s)? And under what circumstances? 
b. Are there any advantages that have led you to consider taking your cattle off 
antibiotics? Are there factors that prevent you from doing so? 
5. How long do dairy cows remain in your herd? 
6. Where is your farm located? 
7. How many people work on your farm? 
8. Do you process the milk yourself? 
9. Where do you sell your milk? 
10. Would you be interested in attending a farmers market at WPI? 
11. How many cows do you have? 
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Beef Farmer 
1. Are your cattle raised on pasture? 
a. If so, during which seasons do they graze? 
b. If not, how are they raised? 
2. Do you feed your cows anything besides grass, hay and grass silage? 
a. If so, what else? 
3. How are your cows finished? (grain, grass and hay, corn) 
a. If cows are finished on grain, how old are your cows when they‟re started on 
grain and how long are they fed grain? 
b. Are your cows finished in a feedlot? 
i. If so, how old are they when they enter the feedlot? 
ii. Approximately how long are they there? 
iii. How many other animals are in the feedlot at any given time? 
4. Are your cows ever given antibiotics? 
a. If so what type(s) or brand(s)? Under what circumstances? 
5. Are your cows ever given hormones, steroids or other growth promoters? 
a. If so what type(s) or brand(s)? 
6. Where is your farm located? 
7. How many people work on your farm? 
8. In what ways do you sell your meat? 
9. Would you be interested in attending a farmers market at WPI? 
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Produce Farmer 
1. Is your farm organic? 
2. What do you grow? 
3. How many acres is your farm?  
4. Where is your farm located? 
5. How many people work on your farm? 
6. In what ways do you sell your produce? 
7. What amount and types of pesticides and fertilizers do you use? 
8. Would you be interested in attending a farmers market at WPI? 
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Panhellenic Council and IFC Presidents: Lillian Clark and John Brunelli 
1. Are there any products or services that are currently available to all Greek houses? 
2. Is there an interest in improving the sustainability of Greek life on campus? 
3. Are there any current or past initiatives to increase sustainability in any of the houses? 
4. Would it be possible to present a proposal regarding food sustainability to the joint 
IFC/Panhellenic Councils in C term? 
5. Is there any common meeting place for all of the Greek houses? 
6. What kind of conflicts in a Greek-wide food system would you expect? 
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Men’s and Women’s Fraternity Presidents 
1. Please provide a detailed description of your current food system and needs. 
2. Would you be willing to change your current system to a more sustainable one? 
3. How often do you make food purchases? 
4. Is there a specific person in charge of food purchases? 
5. Do any members live in the house during the summer? 
6. What is your food budget? 
7. Do you have a large food storage area or place that could be converted into on 
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Appendix D: Interview Summaries 
Glen of Wenger’s Farm 
Glen of Wenger‟s Farm was interviewed on Saturday, October 30, 2010 by Tony Chou, 
Neal Dandekar, and Scott Turgeon. The interview took place at the farmers market located at the 
YMCA on 766 Main St. Worcester, MA 01609. 
Wenger‟s Farm is a 30-acre farm located on 800 Pulaski Blvd. Bellingham, MA 02019 
that specializes in produce, but also sells prepared items such as bread and pies. Among their 
produce offerings were gourds, potatoes, greens, apples, and carrots. Earlier in the season, they 
would have had berries and other fruits. They do not practice organic agriculture because it is 
especially hard to do so in New England. There are also other certifications that would need to be 
obtained, which they find to be too expensive. Spray fertilizers are used, but the specific type 
were unknown to Glen at the time of the interview.  
Wenger‟s primarily sells its produce to Whole Foods Market. This was their first year 
attending this particular market, but they also attend markets in Boston as well. The reason for 
attending these markets instead of selling their entire stock to Whole Foods is because of the 
higher prices they can demand at the market. When they sell produce to Whole Foods, they get a 
wholesale price. When they sell produce at a farmers market, they can sell their produce at a 
price much higher than the wholesale price they could otherwise receive. 
When asked if Wenger‟s Farm would be interested in attending a farmers market at WPI, 
Glen could not say for sure if they would be able to attend nor could he make any kind of 
commitment to such a market at that time. It would, however, be something they would 
definitely be interested in. For the market to be worth their time, Glen indicated that around 600 
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customers would have to attend. They would also be unable to attend on Saturdays due to prior 
commitments to other markets. 
 
Representative of Youth Grow, a Division of the Regional Environmental Council 
The representative of Youth Grow was interviewed on Saturday, October 30, 2010 by 
Tony Chou, Neal Dandekar, and Scott Turgeon. The interview took place at the farmers market 
located at the YMCA on 766 Main St. Worcester, MA 01609. 
Youth Grow is a community-driven agriculture program that works primarily on two 
small plots of land in the city of Worcester. Oreanic Farm, located on Oread St, is about 0.75 
acres. Another smaller plot is located on Granby Road. For an eight week period during the 
summer, about 40 teenagers (ages 14-16) are selected to participate in this employment and 
leadership development program. During this time, the youth are taught organic farming methods 
by the instructors. Although they are not certified, they follow organic guidelines and do not use 
any chemicals. Exactly which guidelines they follow was unknown to the representative during 
the interview. They do, however, use fertilizers such as compost purchased from the surrounding 
community. YouthGrow specializes in produce, including radishes, corn, greens, potatoes, and 
tomatoes. 
When asked if YouthGrow would be interested in attending a market at WPI a 
representative was interested but could not make any commitments. A problem he foresaw was 
providing enough food for the campus. He estimated that the two farms produce approximately 
3000 pounds of produce each year, which might not be sufficient for the number of customers at 
WPI. 
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Angelique Webster, Farmers Market Coordinator for the Regional Environmental 
Council 
Angelique Webster was interviewed on Saturday, October 30, 2010 by Tony Chou, Neal 
Dandekar, and Scott Turgeon. The interview took place at the farmers market located at the 
YMCA on 766 Main St. Worcester, MA 01609. 
Angelique coordinates two markets in Worcester on behalf of the Regional 
Environmental Council (REC). She has worked in this capacity for the past year, although she 
has been involved far longer. One market is located on 19 Tacoma St. and the other is on 766 
Main St, the market we visited when we spoke with her. Both of these farms begin operating in 
June and end on the last Saturday of October. They came into existence as part of an initiative set 
by the REC community justice program. Their intent was to provide local food to the 
surrounding community that was not only healthy, but affordable as well. The Worcester area is 
generally poorer than others, so the justice program decided that providing cheap, healthy food 
was important. One method they use to achieve this goal is to give a two for one value when 
purchases are made with EBT, SNAP, or food stamps. In addition, they also accept WIC, senior 
coupons, credit, debit, and cash, although these forms of payment do not come with a 2 for 1 
value.  
Both farmers markets are open to whoever wants to attend. There is a simple application 
process and a rental fee for space. These rental fees amount to $300 per farm each season, or 
$500 for two farms each season. Farms can also choose to attend on a week-by-week basis and 
pay a day fee of $25. The REC is a non-profit organization, so these fees are not set in stone, and 
Angelique is willing to give discounts depending on the situation. In addition to these rental 
space fees, there are licenses and permits that need to be obtained by both the individual farmers 
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and the coordinator in order to be able to conduct such a market. Angelique suggested that we 
talk to Jim Foley of the Department of Health and Housing Inspections about these permits.  
Angelique expects certain qualities and courtesies from the farmers at her markets. The 
REC has a mission to bring healthy, affordable food to the local community. She has found that 
some farms are not interested in the REC‟s mission. Other farms have had issues with accepting 
EBT, coupons, foodstamps, etc. To combat this, Angelique makes sure to let the farmers know 
upfront the REC‟s mission. She lets the farmers know that since they are accepting alternative 
payment methods; they will not be seeing as much cash immediately and will have to wait for 
checks to come in from the respective organizations. Angelique also expects farmers to tell her 
ahead of time when they are not coming or if they have any other issues. 
Prices are not directly controlled by Angelique. It is entirely up to each individual farm to 
set their prices. She says that farmers have an unspoken code of conduct where they do not try 
and steal business from each other by setting ridiculously low prices. Thus, prices at the farmers 
markets are able to be competitive, yet profitable for the farmers. One-hundred percent of profits 
made at the market are kept by the farmers.  
Angelique tries to make sure that produce being sold at the market is presentable. By this 
she means that food should not be covered in dirt or look as if it was just picked out of the 
ground. She expects farmers to have relatively clean produce, not for her sake, but because 
customers do not want to buy dirty vegetables. This is not usually an issue and, if it ever were, 
then she would simply talk to the farmer about it in private. 
The most important aspect of organizing a farmers market, according to Angelique, is 
advertising. She stressed that you have to get the word out that your market exists; otherwise, the 
farmers will have no one to sell their goods to. When recruiting farmers for a market, it would be 
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reassuring to them if they knew the extent of the organizer‟s marketing plan. Advertising is 
paramount to the success of a farmers market. The REC does advertising in a variety of domains 
such as in the local newspaper, the radio, public television, via flyers that are handed out and 
posted, and word of mouth. Charter channel 3 has an initiative to devote a certain amount of its 
broadcast time to non-profit organizations for free. In total, the REC spent about $1500 on 
advertising in the previous year – most of which was used on flyers and posters. These posters 
and flyers are handed out or posted in places where people are most likely to congregate. 
Along with advertising and marketing, space was a potential issue she faced in organizing 
her markets. The YMCA was generous enough to allow the REC to use their parking lot once a 
week, but space might be an issue on the WPI campus.  
 Other advice she provided was, if possible, provide tents and tables to the farmers so that 
they will not need to bring their own. This creates a positive incentive to attend. Creating a crafts 
or game area might also be worth considering so that children have something to do. Such an 
area, however, should be modest because the health department does not like crafts and food to 
mingle – it becomes more like a flea market. In terms of human resources, not many people are 
required to organize and work a market. She, herself, organizes almost everything during the off-
season. Every week, a few volunteers help set-up and tend to the crafts areas but, otherwise, not 
many workers are needed. 
 
Representative of Rocky Ridge Beef Farm 
The representative of Rocky Ridge Beef Farm was interviewed on Thursday, September 
30, 2010 by Tony Chou, Neal Dandekar, Katherine Milligan and Scott Turgeon. The interview 
took place at the farmers market located on 135 East Mountain St, Worcester, MA 01609. 
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Rocky Ridge Beef Farm is a family-owned operation located in North Brookfield, MA, 
that has been in operation for about 30 years. They own 20 cows, 7 of which are dairy cows and 
13 are for beef. This beef is 90% lean. They tout their beef as being free-range and do not use 
antibiotics or hormones at any point during production – except when animals become sick. The 
animal feed consists of about 90% grass and the rest is primarily corn, which they use as a 
supplement to provide different kinds of nutrients. In the past, they sold milk at farmers markets 
in addition to beef. This milk was unprocessed and unpasteurized. Due to stricter state and 
federal regulations regarding the sale of unpasteurized milk, they have stopped selling milk at 
farmers markets. It is still possible, however, to purchase it directly from them at their farm.  
In addition to beef and dairy cows, Rocky Ridge also rears pigs for meat and chickens for 
eggs. They have plans in the future to rear goats as well for its milk and cheese. Their beef prices 
are slightly above supermarket prices, a copy of these prices can be found in Appendix E. 
 
Representative of Little Rest Farm 
The representative of Little Rest Farm was interviewed on Thursday, September 30, 2010 
by Tony Chou, Neal Dandekar, Katherine Milligan and Scott Turgeon. The interview took place 
at the farmers market located on 135 East Mountain St, Worcester, MA 01609. 
 Little Rest Farm is a small farm in Brimfield, MA, operated by a husband and his wife. 
They produce mostly vegetables such as beans, peas, beets, carrots, kale, squash, and tomatoes, 
but also have other items such as basil and raspberries. Although they are not certified, they do 
practice organic methods and only use approved organic pesticides. If customers ask if his 
produce is organic, he tells them upfront that he is organic but is not certified, and generally, this 
is reassuring enough for consumers. He does not bother getting certification because it requires a 
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great deal of paperwork and money. Officials would have to inspect the farm every once in a 
while and eventually you will need to get recertified so he does not believe it is worth it, 
especially since he runs such a small operation. 
 He has only been in business for about a year or two. It began as a way to grow his own 
food so he would not have to wonder where his food was coming from or how it was raised. He 
found comfort and satisfaction in knowing that he grew his food himself and knew exactly what 
went into its production.  
 
Representative of Lapsley Orchard 
The representative of Lapsley Orchard was interviewed on Thursday, September 30, 
2010 by Tony Chou, Neal Dandekar, Katherine Milligan and Scott Turgeon. The interview took 
place at the farmers market located on 135 East Mountain St, Worcester, MA 01609. 
Lapsley Orchard is located in Pomfret Center, CT. It primarily grows apples but also 
produces organic produce such as garlic, peppers, eggplant, lettuce, and squash. Although the 
produce is organically produced, the apples are not, since it is very difficult to control pests and 
diseases that afflict apples. They are not certified organic and do not plan on becoming certified 
in the near-future since it is not a major aspect of their operation.  
This season will be his last season attending farmers markets. He has found another job 
and will farm only on the side. Instead of attending farmers markets, he plans on selling his 
produce to his friend‟s market. 
 
Allan of Nicewicz Family Farm 
Bolton, MA (978-779-6423); www.nicewiczfarm.com  
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Allan of Nicewicz Family Farm was interviewed by Neal Dandekar and Katherine 
Milligan on October 29, 2010, at O‟Keefe Farmers Market located at 306 Chandler St, 
Worcester, MA. 
Allan‟s main profession is farming. He works on the Nicewicz Family Farm and has been 
to farmers markets since the 1980s. Commercial efforts prior to farmers markets were unfruitful, 
however now they have no trouble selling their products. The food that they sell now is sold 
through the farm stand at the farm as well as farmers markets. They attend ten farmers markets a 
week. The farm has been run by the Nicewicz family, currently comprised of four brothers, since 
1929. They also have 3-4 workers to assist them. 
The farm produces apples, corn, tomatoes, onions, peaches, nectarines and sweet 
potatoes. The farm maintains these crops by utilizing Integrated Pest Management (IPM). IPM 
involves spraying organic pesticides when necessary. Organic fertilizer is used as much as 
possible over non-organic, all approved by USDA standards. The farm grows ten acres of sweet 
potatoes, has 2500 trees and 6-7 acres of vegetables. 
The farm has no contractual obligations that would prevent them from providing to 
anyone or attending another farmers market. Allan expresses that assurance of profitability is 
necessary for the farmers to attend. In previous experience when invited by schools, the schools 
have not delivered on expectations. 
 
Julie Gaumond of Shady Pine Farm 
New Braintree, MA (413-477-8209) 
Julie Gaumond of Shady Pine Farm was interview by Neal Dandekar and Katherine 
Milligan on October 28, 2010 at O‟Keefe Farmers Market located at 306 Chandler St, Worcester, 
MA. More information about this farm can be seen at their website: www.shadypinefarm.com 
134 
 
 
Julie‟s main profession is farming. She works on the Shady Pine Farm and has been to 
farmers markets for years. The farm originally was dairy based but, over the years, dairy 
products have lost their profitability. The family farm, comprised of three workers, usually has 
13 cattle at the beginning of the season, in addition to pigs, chickens and sheep. 
All the animals on the farm are 100% grass fed and free-range, without any feed lots or 
finishing of the cattle. The cattle are fed hay in the winter. The animals are not given any 
hormones or antibiotics. The farm sells their meat through farmers markets and CSAs primarily. 
The farm is contracted to approximately 50 CSAs for the season. Julie would want a 
prepaid contract for a CSA. They provide about 15-20 pounds of meat per month to families. 
Each month, they finish rearing one cow, and two to three pigs for sale. 
 
Emily Perlow, Director of Student Activities  
Emily Perlow was interviewed by Neal Dandekar and Scott Turgeon on November 3, 
2010 at Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI).  
Emily Perlow is the Director of Student Activities at WPI, and she is an organizer for the 
Greek Community. The Greek community has no common means of delivering food materials to 
the Greek houses. Collective buying for food and materials has been considered but neither has 
gotten off the ground yet. 
Emily detailed the various types of food systems that the Greek houses have in place. 
Some houses have kitchen stewards or cooks, some select a person to cook for the house, some 
have food catered, and others have everyone buy their own food and cook for themselves. 
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The systems for each house are all independent of each other. To create a collective 
buying system or a farmers market, other problems would arise. There is nowhere on campus to 
store bulk items for a collective system, and houses like to have the option of variety. 
Businesses were recently invited to a Greek Alumni Council (GAC) meeting about 
collective buying. The GAC president is Andrea Portnoi. Larger schools have Fraternity 
Managers Associations that allow them to manage large systems for Greek life 
For the Greek students, there won‟t be much interest in change unless there is some 
amount of money savings. To increase sustainability, if employed in the greater scheme of 
things, the Greek houses might be more apt to pay marginally more for better food. 
Things that need to be considered are the convenience factor, cost, and time for those 
involved in the system. These are the core factors that are important to the Greek students and 
they will only really consider more sustainable food sourcing it if it makes a significant impact 
on these factors. 
To understand more about how things work, Ms. Perlow suggested that we talk to house 
managers, house presidents, and kitchen stewards. She also suggested that we attend Panhellenic 
and Intrafraternity Council meetings to judge interest in these ideas. She urged us to coordinate 
with the WPI campus, considering that parking may be a challenge. Emily suggested that we 
consider a farmers market on a Saturday. Many members of the community cannot leave work to 
attend during the week. We should further understand and define clearly what the purpose of the 
market is. The key questions come down to location, convenience and money. 
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Andrew O’Keefe, Market Director of the Greater Worcester Farmers Markets 
Andrew O‟Keefe is the market organizer for the Greater Worcester Farmers Markets. He 
has been in charge of the farmers markets since 1995. Neal Dandekar and Katherine Milligan 
interviewed him on October 25, 2010, at approximately 2:30 PM.  
Some of the important things that Mr. O‟Keefe has to organize are getting the permits for 
the sites and finding insurance for the sites. He also has to contact the Department of Agriculture 
to obtain a permit from them for the site. The next step is then contacting the vendors to sign 
them up for the specific markets. The next step is advertising. This begins with contacting the 
“friends” of the farmers markets as well as contacting different news stations and newspapers 
about the advertising. 
He thinks that people come to these farmers markets because Worcester is such an 
ethnically diverse city. When people move here from other countries, they come to the markets 
because that is what they did in their homeland.  
His primary goal for these markets is to make money for the farmers. He doesn‟t make a 
profit off of them. He has very strict guidelines such as if it was not grown by the vendor 
personally, then it will not be sold at the market.  
He did not think that the WPI community would be able to provide enough profit for the 
farmers if it was created. Instead he thinks that students should be encouraged to attend the 
markets already in place. 
 
Daniel Batchelder, FreshPoint Produce Specialist 
Daniel Batchelder is the company representative of FreshPoint. FreshPoint is one of the 
providers to the WPI campus for fresh produce and dairy products. They only provide produce 
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and not groceries or frozen items. FreshPoint only sources from reliable and trustworthy 
growers, who pack the food and ship it directly to the company. FreshPoint considers local to be 
within 150 miles of the site being shipped to. However, they like to participate in more of a 
“regional” program that sources from New England sites as well as New York. Mr. Batchelder 
was interviewed via email. The following section contains his responses to our questions, which 
he replied to on October 28, 2010. 
 
1. What kind of products does FreshPoint provide? Only food from New England region or do 
they also provide products from further away such as coffee, sugar, wheat flour, etc.? 
A: FreshPoint provides a full line of fresh produce and dairy, sourced from growers and 
producers from all over the world. As a company mission, we strive to utilize local and regional 
growers to the best of our ability when products are available. We do not supply groceries or 
frozen product, nor do we have cleaning supplies or any other commodities.  
 
2. Would FreshPoint be interested in providing food for the Greek houses on campus? 
A: We would be interested in supplying the Greek houses on campus, but delivery logistics 
would have to be worked out and we would require minimum orders of $150.00 for delivery.  
 
3. How does the distribution chain work? 
A: With regards to our distribution chain, we source from only the most reputable growers, who 
pack and ship directly to us. We then ship product directly to our customers. Modus of shipment 
to us could be plane, boat, truck, or train, depending on the point of origin and the commodity. 
Our goal is to maintain the cold chain from point A to point B and then to point C and to 
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transport products with the fastest means to ensure freshness and quality, while keeping the 
carbon footprint as small as possible.  
 
4. How many farmers‟ markets does FreshPoint participate in? 
A: We only participate in farmers markets with relation to customer support as in the instance of 
WPI. We do not do independent farmers markets. We are a wholesale distributor that uses our 
purchasing power to support local agriculture to the best of our ability, and in that, we 
provide customer support to promote the farms that we are working with. We probably promote 
more than 50 "displays" each year for our customers. 
 
5. How is food ordered and what are the costs? 
A: Our purchasing department is on the phones every day making purchases and brokering for 
commodities. Produce is a 365/24/7 industry. Things never stop growing, and once they are 
harvested, they need to be bought and sold quickly. Prices fluctuate from day to day as supply 
and demand dictates.  
 
6. What do you consider local? 
A: We consider "local" to be within 150 miles. However, we refer to our program quite often as 
"regional" due to the fact that we have some great farms that we work with in New York, New 
Jersey, Maine, and New Hampshire and it is not our desire to mislead our customers. We want 
them to know that it is from close to home, but you have to be careful how you use the word 
"local" in some instances. General concept is within a casual day's drive or 250 miles. Anything 
outside of 250 miles does not get our "RG" moniker and is not considered to be within our 
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"regional" program.  
 
7. How large are the farms that you work with? 
A: We work with as many as 170 New England farms from year to year and 
they range in size from 2 acres to 10,000 acres. 
 
8. What kind of infrastructure and safety guidelines are applied in your company to make sure 
food is safe? 
A: We adhere to strict food safety guidelines. We have a detailed HACCP (Hazard Analysis 
Critical Control Points) program which is audited by third party inspection agencies such as AIB 
(American Institute of Bakers) and Cook & Thurber. This entails hundreds of guidelines for the 
proper handling of food from receipt of goods to delivery such as temperature monitoring and 
detailed records of inventory. Many of our key staff is required to undergo ServSafe training and 
certification. We must comply with all FDA guidelines, including but not limited to the 
Homeland Security Bio-Terrorism Act of 2002. We are compliant with all FDA/USDA recall 
procedures, we require a Certificate of Insurance from all of our farmers and vendors, in addition 
to Hold Harmless Agreements (which is similar to a personal guarantee), and all of our farmers 
have to go through GAP (Good Agricultural Practices) certification process, which includes self-
audits and environmental testing. We have Quality Assurance professionals that randomly 
monitor growers and producers through the auditing process and they work directly in the fields 
and laboratories across the country. Everything has total traceability and documents are kept for 
7-10 years.  
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Elizabeth Tomaszewski, Facilities Systems Manager/Sustainability Coordinator at 
WPI 
Elizabeth Tomaszeski is the Sustainability Coordinator at WPI. She is a member of the 
President‟s Sustainability Task Force. Katherine Milligan and Scott Turgeon interviewed her on 
Monday, November 1, 2010 at 2:00 p.m. 
Liz is highly involved in campus eddorts to improve the school‟s environmental 
sustainability. She suggested that we talk with the campus‟ Green Team, in particular President 
Rob Monteith, about getting Chartwells to have more local food. The Green Team has the 
intention of asking Chartwells to do a monthly “local food day” where everything that is 
prepared by food services was grown in the region. 
She also discussed the president‟s Sustainability Task Force. The task force is made up of 
many senior members of campus including Ms. Tomaszewski, the Chief Financial Officer, the 
Vice President of campus life, the Vice President of Facilities, and a School Board member. This 
group of people has the ability to make decisions that affect the campus and generally make 
these decisions in a very timely manner. She also went on to comment that while the task force is 
helpful, they are not able to do or oversee the implementation of a farmers market because they 
are too busy with other things on campus. 
When she was asked about Chartwells and the implementation of a farmers market, she 
said that she felt that the market would be a great idea; however, we would need to discuss it 
with Joe Kraskouskas. Liz feels that Chartwells is “front and center” in the sustainability 
movement, and that they would be willing to do almost anything to improve on what they are 
doing. 
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Martin Dudek, Assistant Director of Dining Services at the College of the Holy 
Cross 
Martin Dudek is the Assistant Director of Dining at the College of the Holy Cross. He is 
in charge of sustainability initiatives in the campus‟ dining halls. Neal Dandekar and Scott 
Turgeon interviewed him on Friday, December 17
th
, 2010 at 12:00 p.m. 
Martin stated that the Holy Cross Dining Hall is trying to be as sustainable as is feasibly 
possible. The dining hall staff first began educating themselves by reading The Omnivores 
Dilemma by Michael Pollan. Since then they have taken steps towards sustainability by 
purchasing as much local food as possibly by hosting biweekly “slow food” dinners and 
implementing multiple recycling initiatives. Martin said that a major reason it is easier for his 
dining facilities to pursue sustainability is that the college runs its own dining halls rather than 
having a company like Chartwells do the job. 
The College of Holy Cross‟ dining facilities purchase approximately 20% of its food 
from local vendors. He defined local as a 150 mile radius. The biggest issue that they have with 
purchasing local is that there is no growing season during the winter in New England. They also 
receive the majority of their meat from the Midwest because that‟s where most of it is grown. 
They do try to use local companies as much as possible however. Most of the produce they 
purchase during the New England growing season comes from Landing Orchards in Lunenburg. 
They also try to be as open as possible about what they are doing with their students. They do 
this through their website as well as by telling the students what and when the food they are 
serving is local. 
When Martin was asked to discuss how he felt about the sustainability movement, he said 
that he was glad that the ideas of sustainability are not a fad. He believes that sustainability has 
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the potential to become second nature to people much like buckling up when you get in a car. If 
everyone is working to become sustainable, then it will be easier to achieve. 
 
Paul Wykes, Business Manager at Clark University 
Paul Wykes is the business manager of food at Clark University. He has been working at 
Clark since January of 2010. He oversees the food contract between Clark and Sodexo. Clark is 
trying to work towards sustainability one goal and one increment at a time. He was interviewed 
by Tony Chou, Neal Dandekar, and Katherine Milligan on November 23, 2010. 
There are a few sustainability initiatives currently in progress. There is a student-run 
campus wide sustainability committee. These are students who are interested in sustainability 
and want their voices heard. There is a survey sent out each year to evaluate the perception of the 
current practices and to hear opinions about what is being done. Finally, the main goal of 
increasing food sustainability is putting what the students want to see done in place. 
Clark Dining Services is supplied by Sodexo. There is a better connection to campus 
because the food services are run by the university. This is Clark‟s fourth year using Sodexo. 
One of the reasons that there are such high sustainability criteria is because that was what was 
required when Sodexo arrived on campus. Sodexo also supplies food at Assumption College and 
Ana Maria College. 
One of the other food partners that Clark has is Acme Prepak. This is a local distributor 
that provides Clark with produce. The baked goods provider for Clark is Duva. 
Not all meat is local at Clark because there is such a large number of people who need to 
be fed. There are about 17,000 meals served a week. Also, local food is generally more 
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expensive. Because of the factors of cost, availability and safety standards, local meat is 
generally not the best option to provide food for the entire school. 
There is a good deal of student involvement and education. This includes fliers on tables 
and a bulletin board where students can leave comments about the food. Clark wants more 
student to student interactions because these often lead to a better campus understanding of why 
changes happen. 
Clark also provides some organic food through the Acme Prepak. This started to happen 
when Sodexo came to Clark. There is a relatively small percentage of food provided that is 
organic. Often when there are organic options, it is labeled. These are often featured menu items. 
These options are generally available in a fast food type option, which is similar to the campus 
center at WPI. 
 
Joe Kraskouskas, Resident District Manager of Worcester for Chartwells 
 Joe Kraskouskas is the Resident District Manager of Worcester for Chartwells. His main 
office is located on the WPI campus in Morgan Commons where Tony Chou and Neal Dandekar 
interviewed him on November 11, 2010.  
 In regards to sustainability initiatives, in general, Chartwells has worked hard to do as 
much as they can to reduce waste, source food locally, and recycle. Trim Trax is a program that 
focuses on reducing waste at all levels from food preparation to disposal. In the kitchen, as they 
prepare the food, clear containers are used to collect scrap so that chefs can see how much they 
might be wasting. An example would be cutting off as small a piece of the root-end of onions as 
possible because any extra amount cut off could have been eaten. This use of clear containers 
allows chefs to be more self-aware of their habits and techniques. The amount of food is 
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recorded and, over a period of time, Chartwells and their staff aim to reduce that amount. 
According to Compass Group‟s (parent corporation of Chartwells) sustainability website, their 
goal was to remove 4.5 million pounds of food waste from landfills by 2010. Whether they 
reached this goal is unknown. Leftover food at the end of the day is donated to a local soup 
kitchen or homeless shelter. Also part of the program is to reduce the amount of food that goes 
unused or expires. Chartwells tries to track and identify how much food they need and order 
accordingly. According to Joe, the College of the Holy Cross and Becker College, both located 
near WPI, are interested in implementing a similar, if not exact, program at their institutions as 
well. Other sustainability initiatives implemented by Chartwells at WPI include recycling oil and 
using green-ware made out of recycled materials 
 As part of the Eat Local campaign, in June of 2009 and 2010, Joe and other Chartwells 
dining directors toured local farms, and Chartwells made a commitment to purchase food from 
these local farms for use in the dining facilities. In 2010, WPI purchased local food directly from 
three farms. A similar program, Farm to School, involves a consortium of Worcester-area 
colleges, Assumption College, Clark University, Worcester State University, Worcester 
Polytechnic Institute, and Worcester Public Schools, who have made commitments to buy more 
food from local farms. These farms are represented by a Worcester-based food distributor, 
Acme-Prepak. In 2010, Chartwells planned to double their spending on local food from the 
previous year, a goal that they met by spending over $200,000. 
  At this time, Chartwells at WPI is not actively seeking out new sustainability initiatives. 
Although they have searched for new ideas, nothing of serious interest has come up. They are 
still highly interested in doing more, if they can, but most of the options they have been 
presented with have been addressed. Suggestions from students are highly encouraged and 
145 
 
 
welcomed. They will investigate all suggestions, and if Chartwells finds that there is sufficient 
demand, they will consider implementing the initiative in their dining facilities. Cost is always an 
issue, but even if Chartwells has to spend more for a new initiative, they are willing to make such 
a sacrifice if the campus wants it. One such case occurred several years ago when a student at 
WPI suggested using cage-free eggs in the dining facilities. Chartwells followed-up on the 
suggestion and eventually began using cage-free eggs in all facilities nationwide. 
 Chartwells is not limited nor restricted by the WPI administration or other entities from 
enacting new initiatives. In general, the WPI population is not radically liberal or conservative. 
Due to this, initiatives are considered with a fairly positive attitude. There are no initiatives on 
other Chartwells-managed college dining facilities that are not present on the WPI campus. As a 
company, initiatives are found in all branches. 
 Some of the obstacles preventing Chartwells from purchasing more local food are 
volume, climate, and availability. Some items simply are not grown in New England such as 
coffee, tropical fruit, wheat, sugar cane, etc. While other items are grown in New England, it is 
not always possible to purchase enough food from any one source to meet their needs. And of 
course, during the winter, produce availability is extremely limited so purchases would have to 
either come out of storage, which would probably be of lower quality, or from other parts of the 
country and abroad. This is most problematic with beef. Beef at Chartwells comes from cattle 
that are raised without antibiotics, never vaccinated, raised without hormones or steroids, free-
range-raised until finishing, and fed a 100% vegetarian diet with no animal by-products, but does 
not come from local farms. Although their flyer states any Wolfe‟s Neck or Pineland Farms 
brand products are guaranteed to meet Chartwells‟ standards, all their beef may or may not come 
from these two sources. 
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 Milk and yogurt at WPI are provided by Hood LLC, based in Lynnfield, MA, and 
Guida‟s, based in New Britain, CT. These products are recombinant bovine growth hormone free 
(r-BGH). Poultry used in dining facilities are not routinely given human antibiotics. As 
previously noted, all eggs are cage-free. 
 WPI Chartwells‟ primary food distributors are FreshPoint, Sid Wainer, and Acme-
Prepak. FreshPoint is a company that has a large selection of local produce. In addition to 
FreshPoint, Sid Wainer supplements produce while also carrying a more exotic selection of 
items; whatever Chartwells wants, Sid Wainer can probably get it. Acme-Prepak, as previously 
mentioned, is a local supplier with whom Chartwells is working to bolster their supply of local 
food. 
 Beginning in 2009, Chartwells began hosting a farmers market with their food distributor, 
FreshPoint, representing the farmers. This was an effort by Joe to show the campus population 
that Chartwells actively works with and purchases food from local farms. The food being sold 
was pre-purchased by Chartwells, and then purchases made by students reimbursed Chartwells. 
Any food leftover from the market was used in the dining facilities. 
 If a farmers market hosted by WPI and represented by the actual farmers came to 
campus, Chartwells would not be able to purchase leftover food from them as they did at their 
own market. There are food safety considerations when making food purchases, which is why a 
dedicated division of Chartwells is responsible for ensuring safe food purchases. Safety is also 
the reason why Chartwells works mostly with distributors such as FreshPoint instead of directly 
with farmers. Since Chartwells cannot make a commitment to purchase leftover food from a 
potential on-campus farmers market, farmers‟ incentive to attend may lower. There is not, 
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however, any agreement between Chartwells and WPI that would prevent such a farmers market 
from taking place. 
  
Lillian Clark, President of the Panhellenic Council 
 Lillian Clark is the President of the Panhellenic Council, which is in charge of the 
women‟s fraternities on the WPI campus. She was interviewed by Tony Chou and Scott Turgeon 
on November 6, 2010. 
Some of Lillian Clark‟s duties include presiding over Panhellenic Council meetings and 
acting as a moderator between different houses. At council meetings, the president of each 
chapter will give a status report on their chapter. In addition to the Panhellenic Council meeting, 
once a month, there is a joint meeting between the Interfraternity Council (IFC) and Panhellenic 
Council. If our IQP group is interested, we are welcome to attend this joint meeting to make a 
presentation on whatever food sustainability suggestions that we have. 
According to Ms. Clark, in general, there is a positive attitude towards becoming more 
sustainable. Some houses have changed light fixtures to use fluorescent bulbs, upgraded 
insulation, and increased recycling efforts. At the moment, however, there are no other initiatives 
that are actively being looked into. There is a Greek Alumni Council award for sustainability for 
participating in Recycle-mania on campus, so our group suggested that either a stand-alone food 
sustainability award could be created or it could become a subsidiary of the general sustainability 
award that already exists. Lillian thought this would be a great idea since these awards are highly 
sought after and improve the reputation of chapters.   
If there were a farmers market on campus, Lillian thought it would have to be 
conveniently located near the Greek houses. The George C. Gordon Library parking lot would be 
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ideal. The possibility of creating a community-supported agriculture (CSA) buying collectively 
among women‟s fraternities, however, might be difficult to organize due to the lack of a reliable 
pick-up and drop-off point. 
 
John Brunelli, President of the Interfraternity Council 
John Brunelli is the President of the Interfraternity Council, which is in charge of the 
men‟s fraternities on the Worcester Polytechnic Institute (WPI) campus. John was interviewed 
by Tony Chou and Katherine Milligan on November 15, 2010. 
Some of John Brunelli‟s duties as president include, but are not limited to keeping track 
of all of the individual fraternities and staying in touch with all of the chapter presidents. This 
makes it easier to talk about issues. Also, during IFC meetings the chapter presidents will give 
chapter reports, which also make it easier for different issues to be brought up. There are a few 
different things that are currently done for all of the Greek houses. There are house inspection 
checks for all the Greek houses in the fall, and there is party patrol for parties throughout the 
year. One last thing that is done for all Greek houses is awards from the Greek Alumni Council 
(GAC). A report from the individual chapters about what they are doing throughout the year, 
called chapter excellence reports, is submitted online throughout the year. This is then used to 
give out a variety of awards based on what the chapters have done. There is currently a 
sustainability award given out every year by this organization. 
The attitude of most of the fraternities towards sustainability is that they don‟t really care. 
There is a lot of waste for many of the different houses. At one of the houses, there was a free 
energy evaluation done by NStar, but the house did not complete any of the recommendations. 
For food sustainability there would not be much support for the changes, unless there was a 
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drastic difference in price. Most of the houses have had the same food supplier for many years, 
so they have a good relationship with them already. One of the things that may increase the 
willingness of the fraternities to change their current system is if there was an award from the 
GAC for food sustainability, because it would add an extra incentive.  
If there were changes, they would have to be cost effective. The fraternities will not be 
willing to pay a lot extra for food that is more sustainable. Delivery would also be necessary for 
many houses, because it is such a large amount of food. If there was a buying group or a 
Community Supported Agriculture (CSA) for the Greek life, then there would most likely be a 
new chair added to the IFC, or it would be assigned to a current chair. For any major change like 
this, there would have to be solid support from the presidents of each chapter, which would then 
be solidified by a vote. 
If there were a farmers market added to campus, then the cooks for some of the houses 
might go to them to buy fresh produce. This would only be plausible if the produce was cheap 
enough, and there was enough for a meal for over 30 people.  
The best thing to do to start this process is to give a presentation to IFC about food 
sustainability. This will increase the awareness of this topic. Another thing that would be helpful 
would be contacting the stewards of each of the houses. This will give more information about 
what individual houses are doing. 
 
Rachel Wallace, President of Alpha Gamma Delta 
Rachel Wallace, the President of Alpha Gamma Delta, was interviewed via email by the 
group. Her responses to our questions were returned on November 22, 2010 and can be seen in 
the following section. 
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1.     Please provide a detailed description of your current food system and needs. 
A: Individuals purchase their own food. A couple of us on one floor share milk and salad type 
foods, but that is by our own choice. 
2.      Would you be willing to change your current system to a more sustainable one? 
A: I would like to, but that change will probably not happen until we move into a new house. 
3.      How often do you make food purchases? 
A: Depends on schedule. Typically every 2 weeks! 
4.      Is there a specific person in charge of food purchases? 
A: No. 
5.      Do any members live in the house during the summer? 
A: Yes. 
6.      What is your food budget? 
A: Depends on personal budgets. I expect about $40/week 
7.      Do you have a large food storage area or place that could be converted into one? 
A: Yes. 
 
Ben Travis, Quartermaster of Phi Kappa Theta 
Ben Travis, the Quartermaster of Phi Kappa Theta, was interviewed via email by the 
group. Her responses to our questions were returned on November 29, 2010 and can be seen in 
the following section. 
1.      Please provide a detailed description of your current food system and needs. 
A: Currently we have one person purchase food every week for the entire fraternity. We have 13 
in house brothers who have access to the entire food stock and 22 out-of-house brothers who are 
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limited to snacks. Additionally, the Quartermaster (Person buying food) needs to purchase a 
Sunday dinner for the entire fraternity. This is usually catered. 
2.      Would you be willing to change your current system to a more sustainable one? 
A: If there were a more sustainable system that was the same price as the current system, I would 
be willing to change. 
3.      How often do you make food purchases? 
A: Typically we buy food once a week. 
4.      Is there a specific person in charge of food purchases? 
A: Yes, he is called the quartermaster and is elected every semester. 
5.      Do any members live in the house during the summer? 
A: No, we close down the house during the summer. 
6.      What is your food budget? 
A: It depends on how many brothers we have and how many are living in the house. This past 
semester we had $8,080 in the mess budget. 
7.      Do you have a large food storage area or place that could be converted into one? 
A: Yes, we have a large pantry where we keep all of our food. 
 
John Wilder, Kitchen Steward of Alpha Chi Rho 
John Wilder, the Kitchen Steward of Alpha Chi Rho, was interviewed via email by the 
group. Her responses to our questions were returned on November 30, 2010 and can be seen in 
the following section. 
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I am the steward for Alpha Chi Rho. Here are the questions you asked. If you want more 
information I would be happy to meet with you. 
1.      Please provide a detailed description of your current food system and needs. 
A: We officially are a food service facility licensed with the City of Worcester. We serve 
approximately 20 to 30 people two hot meals per weekday during the school year. Also we make 
the kitchen available to our brothers for their personal use at anytime of the day. We employ a 
fully licensed chef who does all cooking for the regular meals. 
2.      Would you be willing to change your current system to a more sustainable one? 
A: Our main goal is affordability and ease of use of the facilities. We have a well planned budget 
and want to avoid putting extra financial strain on our brothers or making extra work for our 
chef. So if there were an easy and cost-effective way to improve our system of operation, then 
yes, I would consider putting it in place. 
3.      How often do you make food purchases? 
A: Usually food is purchased daily, but the basic food items that we may not use for a specific 
meal but keep in the pantry (i.e. cereal, bread, milk and juices, snacks, storable cooking 
ingredients, etc.) are purchased weekly. 75% to 80% of food is bought fresh from local 
providers. 
4.      Is there a specific person in charge of food purchases? 
A: Our chef makes most food purchases. Her method is usually to shop at a variety of local 
providers and find the best deal for the freshest foods. 
5.      Do any members live in the house during the summer? 
A: A small number of brothers usually live in housing over the summer. They are allowed to use 
the kitchen facilities but have to provide their own meals. 
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6.      What is your food budget? 
A: We budget $22,400 per year for meals and an additional $8,400 for snacks, milk, and juices 
7.      Do you have a large food storage area or place that could be converted into one? 
A: No. We have a kitchen equipped with industrial grade appliances and a separate, attached 
pantry with an industrial grade refrigerator and freezer as well as storage for non-perishable food 
and kitchen equipment and a small prep area. 
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Appendix E: Prices: Rocky Ridge Beef Farm 
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Appendix F: Business Cards/Advertisements of Various Contacts 
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Appendix G: Brochures and Handouts from Clark University 
Handout: Sustainability and Food Procurement Practices/Stance of Sodexo 
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Brochure: Meatless Monday
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Brochure: Environmentally Conscious Dining 
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Brochure: Feeding Our Community 
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Brochure: Growing Locally For You 
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Appendix H: Informational Documents of Chartwells’ Food 
Procurement/Stance 
Buying Local Products to Support Family Farms 
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Our Commitment to Beef 
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Providing Fresh Yogurt and Milk that is Free of Artificial Growth Hormones 
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Purchasing Poultry Produced Without the Routine Use of Human Antibiotics 
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Promoting Certified Humane Cage-Free Eggs 
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Cage-Free Egg Advertisement 
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Serving Seafood That Comes From Sustainable Sources 
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Featuring Social and Ecological Certified Coffee 
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Offering Packaging From Plant Based Renewable Resources 
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Implementing Waste Reduction Practices to Minimize Environmental Impact 
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Appendix I: Advertisements (or lack thereof) in Morgan Commons and the 
Campus Center 
Morgan Commons 
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Campus Center 
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Appendix J: FreshPoint’s Seasonal Availability of Local Produce 
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Appendix K: Food Prices for Various Vendors 
FreshPoint 
 
FreshPoint Product Unit 
Unit Price 
($) 
Price 
($) 
Fruits Apple, Empire 80/88 ct 0.39 each 31.50 
  Apple, Empire 160 ct 0.14 each 22.50 
  Apple, Red Delicious each 0.50   
  Banana Turn Dole 10 lb 0.80 8.00 
  Banana Yellow Turbana/Delmonte 40 lb 0.54 21.75 
  Melon Honeydew each 2.55   
  Melon Honeydew 8 ct 2.50 each 20.00 
  Orange each 0.55   
  Orange, Choice, Navel 138 ct 0.15 each 21.29 
  Orange, Fancy, Navel 88ct 0.30 each 26.29 
Vegetables Broccoli each 2.80   
  Broccoli Crowns 20 lb 1.43 28.59 
  Carrot Cello 1 lb each 0.90   
  Carrot Jumbo  50 lb 0.35 17.50 
  Celery each 1.40   
  Celery California 24 ct 1.02 24.54 
  Onion Red Jumbo 25 lb 0.70 17.58 
  Onion Spanish pound 0.75   
  Onion Spanish Large 50 lb 0.38 19.02 
  Pepper pound 1.25   
  Pepper Green Large 22-24 lb 0.73 16.08 
  Potato Red pound 1.05   
  Potato Russet 80 ct 0.26 each 21.00 
  Potato Russet 120 ct 0.16 each 19.00 
  Romaine each 1.70   
  Romaine Premium/Darrigo 24 ct 1.06 each 25.39 
  Tomato 6x7 25 lb 0.68 17.00 
  Tomato Plum pound 1.65   
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Price Chopper 
 
Price 
Chopper Product 
Unit Price 
($) 
Price 
($) 
Fruits Apple, Macintosh, loose 1.69   
  Apple, Cortland, loose 1.99   
  Apple, Fuji, loose 1.79   
  Apple, Golden Delicious, loose 1.79   
  Apple, Granny Smith, loose 1.99   
  Apple, Pink Lady, loose 1.79   
  Apple, Red Delicious, loose 1.79   
  Apple, Royal Gala, loose 1.79   
  Banana, loose 0.69   
  Cantaloupe 2.99 each   
  Grapefruit, Red, loose 0.99 each   
  Honeydew 3.99 each   
  Kiwi, loose 0.50 each   
  Lemon, loose 0.79 each   
  Lime, loose 0.79 each   
  Orange, Navel 1.25 each   
  Orange, Navel, 4 lb bag 3.99 each   
  Pear, Bartlett 1.79   
  Pear, Bosc 1.79   
  Pear, Comice 2.99   
  Pear, d'Anjou 1.79   
  Pear, Red 1.79   
Vegetables Brocolli, loose 1.69   
  Carrots, Bolthouse Farms, 5 lb bag 3.99 each   
  Carrots, Green Giant, 1 lb bag 1.29 each   
  Carrots, Green Giant, 3 lb bag 2.89 each   
  Celery, loose 2.99 each   
  Lettuce, Iceberg 2.49 each   
  Lettuce, Romaine 2.49 each   
  Onion, Red, Green Valley brand, 2 lb bag 2.99 each   
  Onion, Red, loose 1.99   
  Onion, Sweet, loose 1.99   
  Onion, White, loose 1.99   
  Onion, Yellow, Green Valley brand, 10 lb bag 7.99 each   
  Onion, Yellow, Greyhound brand, 2 lb bag 1.99 each   
  Onion, Yellow, Greyhound brand, 5 lb bag 3.99 each   
  Pepper, Green,loose 3.99   
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  Pepper, Orange, loose 4.99   
  Pepper, Red, loose 2.49   
  Pepper, Yellow, loose 4.99   
  Potato, Idaho, 5 lb bag 3.99   
  Potato, Red, 5 lb bag 3.99   
  Potato, Russet, 5 lb bag 3.99   
  Potato, White, 10 lb bag 5.99   
  Potato, White, 5 lb bag 3.99   
  Squash, Summer, loose 2.99   
  Tomato, Cluster, loose 3.49   
  Tomato, Plum, loose 1.99   
  Tomato, Vine Ripe, loose 3.99   
  Zucchini, loose 2.99   
Meat/Poultry Beef, Ground, 80% lean, pre-packaged 3.99   
  Beef, Ground, 85% lean, pre-packaged 4.79   
  Beef, Ground, 90% lean, pre-packaged 4.99   
  Beef, Ground, 93% lean, pre-packaged 4.99   
  Beef, Roast, Chuck, pre-packaged 2.69   
  Beef, Steak, Eye Round, pre-packaged 4.49   
  Beef, Steak, Porterhouse, pre-packaged 10.99   
  Beef, Steak, Rib Eye, pre-packaged 11.99   
  Beef, Steak, Sirloin, pre-packaged 4.99   
  Beef, Steak, Strip, pre-packaged 6.99   
  Beef, Steak, Tenderloin, pre-packaged 12.99   
  Beef, Steak, Top Round, pre-packaged 4.99   
  Beef, Stewing, pre-packaged 4.39   
  Chicken, Breast, Boneless+Skinless, 5lb+ pre-packaged 3.19   
  Chicken, Breast, Boneless+Skinless, pre-packaged 3.69   
  Chicken, Breast, Split, pre-packaged 2.59   
  Chicken, Drumstick, pre-packaged 1.79   
  Chicken, Leg Quarters, pre-packaged 1.29   
  Chicken, Thigh, Boneless+Skinless, 5lb+ pre-packaged 2.79   
  Chicken, Thigh, Boneless+Skinless, pre-packaged 2.99   
  Chicken, Thigh, pre-packaged 1.79   
  Chicken, Wing, pre-packaged 2.99   
  Pork, Chop, Center-cut, pre-packaged 2.49   
  Pork, Ribs, Country-style, pre-packaged 2.49   
  Pork, Spareribs, pre-packaged 2.79   
Eggs Egg, Brown, medium, 12 ct 2.39/doz 2.39 
  Egg, Brown, large, 12 ct 2.69/doz 2.69 
  Egg, Brown, extra large, 12ct 2.89/doz 2.89 
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  Egg, Brown, jumbo, 12ct 2.99/doz 2.99 
Milk Milk, whole, gallon 3.79/gal 3.79 
  Milk, 2%, gallon 3.79/gal 3.79 
  Milk, 1%, gallon 3.79/gal 3.79 
  Milk, skim, gallon 3.79/gal 3.79 
  Milk, Garelick, whole, gallon 4.39/gal 4.39 
  Milk, Garelick, 2%, gallon 4.29/gal 4.29 
  Milk, Garelick, 1%, gallon 4.29/gal 4.29 
  Milk, Garelick, skim, gallon 4.29/gal 4.29 
  Milk, Hood, whole, gallon 4.29/gal 4.29 
  Milk, Hood, 2%, gallon 4.49/gal 4.49 
  Milk, Hood, 1%, gallon 4.49/gal 4.49 
  Milk, Hood, skim, gallon 4.49/gal 4.49 
Bread Bread, Country Wheat, Price Chopper, 24oz 1.73 2.59 
  Bread, Split Top Wheat, Price Chopper, twin pack, 40oz 1.20 2.99 
Pasta Pasta, Barilla, Angel Hair, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Elbow, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Fettucine, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Linguine, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Penne Rigate, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Penne, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Rigatoni, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Rotini, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Shells, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Spaghetti, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Thin Spaghetti, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Barilla, Ziti, 16oz 1.49 1.49 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Angel Hair, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Cut Ziti, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Farfalle, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Fettucine, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Gemelli, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Linguine, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Medium Shells, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Penne Rigate, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Radiatore, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Rigatoni, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Rotini, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Spaghetti, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Spaghetti, 48oz 0.96 2.89 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Thin Spaghetti, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
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  Pasta, Price Chopper, Thin Spaghetti, 48oz 0.96 2.89 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Vermicelli, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
  Pasta, Price Chopper, Ziti, 16oz 1.19 1.19 
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Sam’s Club 
Sam's Club Product 
Unit Price 
($) 
Price 
($) 
Fruits Apple, Fuji, 5 lb 1.20 5.98 
  Apple, Gala, 5 lb 1.17 5.86 
  Apple, Granny Smith, 5 lb 1.10 5.48 
  Apples, Red Delicious, 5 lb bag 0.78 3.88 
  Avocado, 5 ct 1.00 each 4.98 
  Bananas, 3 lb bag 0.49 1.48 
  Blackberries, 12 oz 5.31 3.98 
  Cantaloupe, loose 2.28 each 2.28 
  Grape, Green Seedless, 3 lb 1.66 4.98 
  Grape, Red Seedless, 3 lb 1.66 4.98 
  Kiwi, 3 lb 1.63 4.88 
  Lemon, 3 lb 1.61 4.84 
  Lime, 3 lb 1.99 5.98 
  Mango, 6 ct 1.00 each 5.98 
  Melon, Honeydew, loose 3.98 each 3.98 
  Orange, Navel, 10 lb bag 0.80 each 7.98 
  Papaya, loose 4.48 each 4.48 
  Pear, d'Anjou, 5 lb 1.20 5.98 
  Pineapple, loose 2.98 each 2.98 
  Plum, 3.5 lb 1.71 5.98 
  Strawberry, 2 lb 2.49 4.98 
Vegetables Asparagus, 2.25 lb 2.21 4.98 
  Broccoli, 3 lb 1.56 4.68 
  Carrot, 5 lb 0.60 2.98 
  Celery, 32 oz 1.24 2.48 
  Cucumber, 3 ct 1.33 each 3.98 
  Lettuce, Iceberg, 3 lb 0.99 2.97 
  Lettuce, Romaine, 2 lb 1.36 2.72 
  Mushroom, Sliced, 16 oz 2.98 2.98 
  Mushroom, Whole, 24 oz 2.47 3.70 
  Onion, Sweet, 5 lb 1.06 5.28 
  Onion, Yellow, 10 lb 0.50 4.98 
  Onion, Yellow, 50 lb 0.37 18.74 
  Pepper, Bell, 6ct 1.14 each 6.83 
  Potato, Red, 10 lb 0.70 6.97 
  Potato, Russet, 10 lb 0.42 4.23 
  Potato, Russet, 15 lb 0.46 6.83 
  Potato, Russet, 50 lb 0.40 19.99 
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  Tomato, Roma, 3 lbs 2.33 6.98 
Meat/Poultry Chicken, Breast 1.60   
  Pork, Chop 2.78   
  Beef, Ground, 80% lean 2.78   
  Beef, Ground, 90% lean 2.98   
Eggs Eggs, White, large, 180 ct 1.19/doz 17.87 
  Eggs, White, large, 36 ct 1.56/doz 4.68 
Milk Milk, Whole, Nature's Pride, gallon 2.28/gal 2.28 
  Milk, 2%, Nature's Pride, gallon 2.28/gal 2.28 
  Milk, 1%, Nature's Pride, gallon 2.28/gal 2.28 
  Milk, Skim, Nature's Pride, gallon 2.28/gal 2.28 
Bread Bread, Wheat, Whole, 2 24 oz 1.33 3.98 
Pasta Pasta, Baker's & Chefs, Elbow, 6 lb 0.83 4.98 
  
Pasta, Baker's & Chefs, Penne Rigate, 6 
lb 0.83 4.98 
  Pasta, Barilla, Angel Hair, 6 lb 1.07 6.44 
  Pasta, Member's Mark, Spaghetti, 6 lb 0.83 4.98 
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Trader Joe’s 
 
 
 
Legend 
O: Organic C: Certified 
Organic by 
Quality 
Assurance 
International 
U: USDA 
Organic 
N: All Natural 
F: Free-Range A: antibiotic-free V: Vegetarian 
feed, only 
3: Omega-3 
fortified 
 
Trader Joe's Product 
Note 
 (See Legend) 
Unit Price 
($) 
Price 
($) 
Fruits Apple, Braeburn, loose   0.59 each   
  Apple, Fuji, loose   0.59 each   
  Apple, Fuji, loose O 0.69 each   
  Apple, Gala, loose   0.59 each   
  Apple, Gala, loose O 0.69 each   
  Apple, Granny Smith, loose   0.59 each   
  Apple, Pink Lady, loose   0.59 each   
  Avocado, loose   1.29 each   
  Banana, loose   0.19 each   
  Blueberry, 24oz   3.99 5.99 
  Cantaloupe, 16oz   3.29 3.29 
  Grape, Green, 16oz   3.69 3.69 
  Grape, Red, 16oz   3.69 3.69 
  Grapefruit, loose   0.99 each   
  Kiwi, loose   0.39 each   
  Lemon, loose   0.39 each   
  Lime, loose   0.39 each   
  Mango, 12oz   4.92 3.69 
  Mango, loose   1.69 each 1.69 
  Melon, Honeydew, 16oz   3.29 each 3.29 
  Orange, Blood, 2 lb bag   1.15 2.29 
  Orange, loose   0.69 each   
  Orange, Navel, 4 lb bag   1.00 3.99 
  Pear, Bosc, loose   0.69 each   
  Pear, d'Anjou, loose   0.69 each   
  Pineapple, 16oz   3.29 3.29 
  Pomegranate, loose   1.99 each   
  Strawberry, 16oz   3.99 3.99 
  Watermelon, 16oz   3.49 3.49 
Vegetables Broccoli, Trader Joe's, packaged   2.49   
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  Carrot, loose   0.79 each   
  Cauliflower, Trader Joe's, packaged   2.49 each   
  Celery, loose   2.99 each   
  Eggplant, loose   1.99 each   
  Lettuce, Romaine, 10 oz   2.29 each   
  Onion, Red, loose   0.79   
  Onion, Sweet, loose   0.79   
  Onion, Yellow, loose   0.79   
  Pepper, Bell, Green, 16oz   1.29 1.29 
  Potato, Russet, 5 lb bag O,C,U 0.80 3.99 
  Tomato, Vine Ripe, loose   2.49   
  Zucchini, 14.2oz   2.21 2.49 
  Zucchini, 16oz O 2.99 2.99 
Meat/Poultry Beef, Ground, 80% lean, pre-packaged   2.49   
  Beef, Ground, 90% lean, pre-packaged N 4.99   
  Beef, Ground, 96% lean, pre-packaged   4.49   
  Beef, Steak, Rib Eye, pre-packaged   7.99   
  Beef, Steak, Sirloin,pre-packaged   10.99   
  Beef, Steak, Tenderloin, pre-packaged   15.99   
  Beef, Stewing, pre-packaged   5.49   
  Chicken, Breast, pre-packaged A 4.99   
  Chicken, Breast, pre-packaged O, F, A, U, C 6.99   
  Chicken, Drumstick, pre-packaged   1.29   
  Chicken, Drumstick, pre-packaged O, F, A, U, C 1.99   
  Chicken, Thigh, pre-packaged   4.99   
  Pork, Chop, pre-packaged   5.99   
  Pork, Tenderloin, pre-packaged   4.99   
Eggs Eggs, Brown, Trader Joe's, large, 12ct C,O,V,3 2.79/doz 2.79 
  Eggs, Brown, Trader Joe's, extra large, 12ct C,O,V,3 2.79/doz 2.79 
Milk Milk, 1%, Trader Joe's, gallon   3.49/gal 3.49 
  Milk, 1%, Trader Joe's, gallon C,U,O 5.99/gal 5.99 
  Milk, 2%, Trader Joe's, gallon   3.49/gal 3.49 
  Milk, 2%, Trader Joe's, gallon C,U,O 5.99/gal 5.99 
  Milk, Skim, Trader Joe's, gallon   3.49/gal 3.49 
  Milk, Skim, Trader Joe's, gallon C,U,O 5.99/gal 5.99 
  Milk, Whole, Trader Joe's, gallon   3.49/gal 3.49 
  Milk, Whole, Trader Joe's, gallon C,U,O 5.99/gal 5.99 
Bread 
Bread, Baguette, Wheat, Whole , Trader Joe's, 
fresh, 16oz   1.79 1.79 
  Bread, Multigrain, Trader Joe's, packaged, 24oz   1.73 2.59 
  Bread, Wheat, Whole, Soft, Trader Joe's,   1.73 2.59 
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packaged, 24oz 
  
Bread, Wheat, Whole, Trader Joe's, packaged, 
24oz   1.73 2.59 
Pasta Pasta, Trader Joe's, Capellini, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Farfalle, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Fusili, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Linguine, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Penne, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Penne, Whole Wheat, 16oz O,U,C 1.39 3.39 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Rigatoni, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  
Pasta, Trader Joe's, Rotelle, Whole Wheat, 
16oz O,U,C 1.39 1.39 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Spaghetti, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
  
Pasta, Trader Joe's, Spaghetti, Whole Wheat, 
16oz O,U,C 1.39 2.39 
  Pasta, Trader Joe's, Tortelini, 16oz   0.99 0.99 
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Whole Foods Market 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Legend 
 
C: Conventionally 
Grown 
 
O: Organic 
 
L: Local 
W: Whole Trade; 
committed to ethical 
trade, and the 
highest quality 
Q: Certified 
Organic by Quality 
Assurance 
International 
R: Raised 
Naturally 
A: Raised Without 
Antibiotics 
3: Omega 3‟s 
U: USDA Organic V: Vegetarian 
Feed with No 
Animal By-
Products 
O: Organic H: No Hormones 
U: Certified 
Organic by ICEA 
G: Grass-Fed P: Open Pasture F: No Confinement 
W: AWA Certified 
for high Animal 
Welfare 
R: AGA Certified 
Grass-Fed 
  
 
Whole 
Foods 
Market Product 
Note (See 
Legend) Origin (if known) 
Unit Price 
($) 
Price 
($) 
Fruits Avocado, loose C Mexico 1.99 each   
  Avocado, loose O Mexico 2.49 each   
  Apple, Braeburn, loose O Washington 2.49   
  Apple, Fuji, loose O Washington 2.49   
  Apple, Gala, loose O Washington 2.49   
  Apple, Golden Delicious, loose O Washington 1.99   
  Apple, Granny Smith loose O Washington 2.49   
  Apple, Honeycrisp, loose O Washington 2.99   
  Apple, Pink Lady, loose O Washington 1.99   
  Apple, Red Delicious, loose O Washington 1.99   
  Apple, San Rose, loose O California 2.49   
  Banana, loose W Columbia 0.79   
  Banana, loose O Honduras 0.99   
  Grape, Green, Seedless, loose C Chile 2.99   
  Grape, Red, Seedless, loose C Chile 2.99   
  Grapefruit, White, loose C Florida 1.49   
  Lemon, loose C California 0.79 each   
  Lemon, Meyer, loose C California 2.49   
  Melon, Honeydew, whole C Honduras 3.99 each   
  Pear, Bartlett, loose C   1.99   
  Pear, Bosc, loose C   1.99   
  Pear,Comice, loose C   2.49   
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  Pear, d'Anjou, loose O Washington 2.49   
  Pineapple, whole W Costa Rica 4.99 each   
  Orange, Juice, loose O Florida 1.49   
  Orange, Navel, loose C California 1.49   
  Papaya, loose C Belize 2.99  each   
  Tangelo, Minneola, loose O   2.99   
Vegetables Asparagus, loose C Mexico 3.49   
  Beets, Chiogga, loose O,L Vermont 1.99   
  Beets, Red, loose O,L 
Atlas Farms, 
South Deerfield, 
MA 1.99   
  Broccoli, loose C California 2.49   
  Broccoli, loose O California 2.99   
  Cabbage, Green, loose O 
Southern 
California 1.29   
  Cabbage, Red, loose O California 1.29   
  Carrot, 1 lb bag C   0.79 each   
  Cauliflower, loose C New York 3.99 each   
  Celery, loose C California 2.49 each   
  Celery, loose O California 2.99 each   
  Collard Green, loose O   2.99   
  Cucumber, loose O Mexico 1.99 each   
  Eggplant, loose O Mexico 2.99   
  Lettuce, Boston, loose O California 2.49 each   
  Lettuce, Green Leaf, loose O California 2.49   
  Lettuce, Red Leaf, loose O California 2.49   
  Lettuce, Romaine, loose O California 2.49   
  Mushroom, White, loose C Pennsylvania 2.99   
  Onion, Red, loose C New York 1.69   
  Onion, Red, loose O California 1.99   
  Onion, Sweet, loose C Idaho 1.69   
  Onion, Yellow, loose C Washington 1.29   
  Onion, Yellow, loose O California 1.99   
  Onion, Yellow, 2 lb bag C New York 1.49 each   
  Pepper, Bell, Green, loose C Georgia 1.99   
  Pepper, Bell, Orange, loose C Mexico 4.99   
  Pepper, Bell, Red, loose C Mexico 3.99   
  Pepper, Bell, Red, loose O Israel 5.99   
  Pepper, Bell, Yellow, loose C Mexico 4.99   
  Pepper, Bell, Yellow, loose O Israel 5.99   
  Potato, Idaho, 3 lb bag C Idaho 3.99 each   
  Potato, Red, loose C Florida 1.49   
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  Potato, Red Roaster, 2 lb bag O California 3.99 each   
  Potato, Russet, loose C Montana 1.49   
  Potato, Russet, 5 lb bag O Maine/Canada 4.99 each   
  Potato, Yellow, loose C Washington 1.49   
  Squash, Butternut, loose O,L Hadley, MA 1.49   
  Squash, Summer ,loose C Mexico 2.49   
  Squash, Summer, loose O Mexico 2.99   
  Tomato, Cluster, loose C,L 
Backyard Farm, 
ME 3.99   
  Tomato, Heirloom, loose O California 2.49   
  Tomato, Hot House, loose C Mexico 2.49   
  Tomato, Hot House, loose O Mexico 3.99   
  Tomato, Hydroponic, loose C Texas/Colorado 3.99   
  Tomato, Roma, loose C Mexico 1.99   
  Turnip, Purple Top, loose O,L 
Atlas Farms, 
South Deerfield, 
MA 1.99   
  Turnip, Scarlett, loose O,L 
Atlas Farms, 
South Deerfield, 
MA 1.99   
  Yam, loose O,L 
Czajkowski Farm, 
Hadley, MA 2.49   
  Yam, Garnet, loose O California 2.49   
  Yam, Japanese, loose O California 2.49   
  Yam, Jewel, loose O California 2.49   
  Zucchini, loose O Florida 2.99   
Meat/ 
Poultry 
Beef, Ground, 85% lean, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 5.99   
  Beef, Ground, 85% lean, loose     4.99   
  
Beef, Ground, 85% lean, Whole Foods, 
pre-packaged A, H, V   4.99   
  
Beef, Ground, 90% lean, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 6.99   
  Beef, Ground, 90% lean, loose G   6.99   
  Beef, Ground, 93% lean, loose     5.99   
  
Beef, Ground, 93% lean, Whole Foods, 
pre-packaged A, H, V   5.99   
  
Beef, Roast, Round, Bottom, Whole 
Foods, pre-packaged A, H, V   4.99   
  
Beef, Shoulder, London Broil, Whole 
Foods, pre-packaged A, H, V   5.99   
  
Beef, Steak, Chuck, Blade, Whole Foods, 
pre-packaged A, H, V   5.99   
  
Beef, Steak, Chuck, Whole Foods, pre-
packaged A, H, V   5.49   
  Beef, Steak, Porterhouse, loose     12.99   
  Beef, Steak, Rib Eye, Bone-In, loose     12.99   
  Beef, Steak, Rib Eye, loose     16.99   
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Beef, Steak, Round, Bottom, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 7.99   
  
Beef, Steak, Round, Top, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 8.99   
  Beef, Steak, Sirloin, loose     12.99   
  Beef, Steak, Sirloin, tips, loose     7.99   
  
Beef, Steak, Sirloin, Top, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 12.99   
  
Beef, Steak, Sirloin, Whole Foods, pre-
packaged A, H, V   6.99   
  Beef, Steak, Tenderloin, loose     27.99   
  Beef, Stewing, Chuck, pre-packaged A, H, V   4.69   
  
Beef, Stewing, Round, brand, pre-
packaged 
G, P, 
F,A,H,W,R 
Rain Crow Ranch, 
Doniphan, MO 7.99   
  
Beef, Stewing, Round, extra lean, Whole 
Foods, pre-packaged A, H, V   5.99   
  
Chicken, Breast, cutlet, skin, bone-in, 
Whole Foods Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   6.19   
  
Chicken, Breast, skin, bone-in, Whole 
Foods Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   8.99   
  Chicken, Breast, skinless, bone-in, loose O,U,A,V,B,F   4.39   
  
Chicken, Breast, skinless, boneless, 
Whole Foods Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   4.99   
  Chicken, Broiler, whole, loose O,U,A,V,B,F   2.99   
  
Chicken, Broiler, whole, Whole Foods 
Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   2.69   
  Chicken, Drumstick, skin, bone-in, loose O,U,A,V,B,F   1.99   
  
Chicken, Leg Quarter, skin, bone-in, 
loose O,U,A,V,B,F   1.89   
  
Chicken, Leg Quarter, skin, bone-in, 
Whole Foods Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   3.59   
  
Chicken, Thigh, skin, bone-in, Whole 
Foods Market, pre-packaged O,U,A,V,B,F   5.29   
  Chicken, Thigh, skinless, boneless, loose O,U,A,V,B,F   4.99   
  Chicken, Wing, skin, bone-in, loose O,U,A,V,B,F   3.19   
  Pork, Butt, Boston, loose     3.99   
  Pork, Chop, Center-cut, loose     6.99   
  
Pork, Chop, Loin, Bone-In, Whole Foods 
Market, pre-packaged     5.49   
  
Pork, Ground, Whole Foods Market, pre-
packaged     4.99   
  Pork, Ribs, St Louis-style     5.99   
  
Pork, Sirloin, cutlet, Whole Foods 
Market, pre-packaged     4.99   
  Pork, Steak, Shoulder, Bone-In, loose     3.99   
  Pork, Stewing, loose     6.99   
Eggs Egg, Brown, medium, 18ct F,R,A,V 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 2.13/doz 3.19 
  Egg, Brown, large, 12ct F,R,A,V 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 2.49/doz 2.49 
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  Egg, Brown, extra large, 12ct F,R,A,V 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 2.79/doz 2.79 
  Egg, Brown, large, 12ct F,R,A,V,O,U,I 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 3.99/doz 3.99 
  Egg, Brown, extra large, 12ct F,R,A,V,O,U,I 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 4.39/doz 4.39 
  Egg, Brown, large, 12ct F,R,A,V,I, 3 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 3.49/doz 3.49 
  Egg, Brown, extra large, 12ct F,R,A,V,O,U,I,3 
Laflamme Farms, 
Monroe, NH 4.78/doz 2.39 
Milk Milk, Skim, gallon r-BGH free   3.49/gal 3.49 
  Milk, 1%, gallon r-BGH free   3.49/gal 4.49 
  Milk, 2%, gallon r-BGH free   3.49/gal 5.49 
  Milk, Whole, gallon r-BGH free   3.49/gal 6.49 
Bread 
Bread, Mighty Multigrain, 365, 
packaged, 24oz O   2.90 3.99 
  
Bread, Wheat, Touch of Honey, 365, 
packaged, 24oz O   2.90 3.99 
  
Bread, Baguette, Wheat, Whole Foods 
Market, fresh, 13oz O   2.94 2.39 
  
Bread, Baguette, White, Whole Foods 
Market, fresh, 12oz O   3.05 2.29 
  
Bread, Rustic Wheat, Whole Foods 
Market, fresh, 24oz O   2.26 3.39 
  
Bread, 12 Grain, Whole Foods Market, 
packaged, 24oz N   2.59 3.89 
  
Bread, Oat Nut, Whole Foods Market, 
packaged, 24oz N   2.59 3.89 
  
Bread, Rye, Soft, Whole Foods Market, 
packaged, 24oz N   2.59 3.89 
  
Bread, Wheat, 100% Whole, Whole 
Foods Market, packaged, 24oz N   2.59 3.89 
  
Bread, White, Enriched, Whole Foods 
Market, packaged, 24oz N   2.59 3.89 
  
Bread, Multigrain Anadama, When Pigs 
Fly, packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Rye, New York, When Pigs Fly, 
packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Six Grain + Pumpkin Seeds, 
When Pigs Fly, packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Six Grains + Pumpkin Seeds, 
When Pigs Fly, packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Sourdough, When Pigs Fly, 
packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Wheat, Tuscan, When Pigs Fly, 
packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
  
Bread, Wheat, Whole, When Pigs Fly, 
packaged, 20oz N York, ME 3.83 4.79 
Pasta Pasta, 365, Elbows, 16oz   Product of Italy 0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, 365, Fusili, 16oz   Product of Italy 0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, 365, Linguine, 16oz   Product of Italy 0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, 365, Penne Rigate, 16oz   Product of Italy 0.99 0.99 
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  Pasta, 365, Spaghetti, 16oz   Product of Italy 0.99 0.99 
  Pasta, 365, Elbows, Whole Wheat, 16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.69 1.69 
  Pasta, 365, Fusili, Whole Wheat, 16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.29 1.29 
  Pasta, 365, Linguine, Whole Wheat, 16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.49 1.49 
  
Pasta, 365, Penne Rigate, Whole Wheat, 
16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.29 1.29 
  Pasta, 365, Shells, Whole Wheat, 16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.49 1.49 
  
Pasta, 365, Spaghetti, Whole Wheat, 
16oz O,U Product of Italy 1.29 1.29 
  Pasta, Barilla, Angel Hair, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Elbow, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Farfalle, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Lasagna, 9oz   Bonnockburn, IL 4.96 2.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Linguine, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Penne, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Rigatoni, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Spaghetti, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Barilla, Thin Spaghetti, 16oz   Bonnockburn, IL 1.79 1.79 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Capellini, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Chiocciole, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Bionaturae, Chiocciole, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Fusili, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Bionaturae, Fusili, Whole Wheat, 
16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Penne Rigate, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Bionaturae, Penne Rigate, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Rigatoni, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Bionaturae, Rigatoni, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Spaghetti, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Bionaturae, Spaghetti, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Bionaturae, Stelline, 16oz O,U,Q Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Capellini no. 9, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Cavatappi no. 87, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Elbows no. 81, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Farfalle no. 93, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Fettucine no. 6, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Fusili no. 34, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  
Pasta, De Cecco, Linguine Fini no. 8, 
16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Linguine no. 7, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  
Pasta, De Cecco, Orecchiette no. 91, 
16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
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  Pasta, De Cecco, Penne no. 90, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Rigatoni no. 24, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Rotelle no. 54, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Spaghetti no. 11, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  Pasta, De Cecco, Spaghetti no. 12, 16oz   Product of Italy 2.69 2.69 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Elbow no. 52, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Delallo, Farfalloni no. 88, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Fettucine no. 9, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Fusili no. 27, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Delallo, Gemelli no. 28, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Linguine no. 6, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Delallo, Penne Rigate no. 36, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Penne Rigate no. 36, 
Whole Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Delallo, Rigatoni no. 21, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Shells no. 91, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Delallo, Spaghetti no.4, Whole 
Wheat, 16oz O,I,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Montebello, Farfalle, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 3.19 3.19 
  Pasta, Montebello, Strozzapretti, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 3.19 3.19 
  Pasta, Montebello, Capellini, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 3.19 3.19 
  Pasta, Montebello, Linguine, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 3.19 3.19 
  Pasta, Montebello, Penne Rigate, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  Pasta, Montebello, Spaghetti, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 2.99 2.99 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, 
Maccheroni al Torchio, 17.6oz   Product of Italy 5.81 6.39 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, Orzo, 
17.6oz   Product of Italy 5.20 5.69 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, Penne 
Rigate, 17.5oz   Product of Italy 4.56 4.99 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, Penne, 
17.5oz   Product of Italy 4.56 4.99 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, Riccia, 
17.6oz   Product of Italy 5.45 5.99 
  
Pasta, Rustichella d' Abruzzo, Trenne, 
17.6oz   Product of Italy 5.45 5.99 
  Pasta, Seggiano, Fusili, 17.5oz O,U,I Product of Italy 7.31 7.99 
  Pasta, Seggiano, Lasagna, 8.5oz O,U,I Product of Italy 11.28 5.99 
  Pasta, Seggiano, Penne Rigate, 17.5oz O,U,I Product of Italy 6.85 7.49 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Capellini, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Casarecce, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Conchiglie, O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
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16oz 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Farfalle, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Fettucine, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Fusili, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Linguine, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Orecchiette 
Rigate, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Orzo, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Penne 
Rigate, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Pipe Rigate, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Rigatoni, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Sedanini 
Rigate, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  
Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Spaghetti, 
16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
  Pasta, Whole Foods Market, Ziti, 16oz O,Q,U Product of Italy 1.99 1.99 
 
  
228 
 
 
Appendix L: What Counts as a Cup? 
Fruits 
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Dairy 
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Protein 
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Grains 
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Appendix M: Average Weight of Fruits and Vegetables 
Item Size 
Weight 
(g) 
Weight 
(lb) 
Apples, raw, with skin 1 large (3-1/4" dia) 223 0.4916 
  1 medium (3" dia) 182 0.4012 
  1 small (2-3/4" dia) 149 0.3285 
Orange, raw, all varieties 1 large (3-1/16" dia) 184 0.4056 
  1 small (2-3/8" dia) 96 0.2116 
Bananas, raw 1 extra alrge (9" or longer) 152 0.3351 
  1 large (8" to 8-7/8" long) 136 0.2998 
  1 medium (7" to 7-7/8") 118 0.2601 
  1 small (6" to 6-7/8" long) 101 0.2227 
  1 extra small (less than 6" long) 81 0.1786 
Melons, Honeydew, raw 1 melon (6"-7" dia) 1280 2.8219 
  1 melon (5-1/4" dia) 1000 2.2046 
Peppers, sweet, green, raw 1 large (3-3/4" long, 3" dia) 164 0.3616 
  1 medium (2-3/4" long, 2-1/2" dia) 119 0.2623 
  1 small 74 0.1631 
tomatoes, red, ripe, raw 1 large whole (3" dia) 182 0.4012 
  1 medium whole (2-3/5" dia) 123 0.2712 
  1 small whole (2-2/5" dia) 91 0.2006 
  1 plum tomato 62 0.1367 
Broccoli, raw 1 bunch 608 1.3404 
Celery, raw 1 stalk, large (11"-12" long) 64 0.1411 
  1 stalk, medium (7-1/2" to 8" long) 40 0.0882 
  1 stalk, small (5" long) 17 0.0375 
Carrot, raw 1 large (7-1/4" to 8-1/2" long) 72 0.1587 
  1 medium 61 0.1345 
  1 small (5-1/2" long) 50 0.1102 
Onions, raw 1 large 150 0.3307 
  1 medium (2-1/2" dia) 110 0.2425 
  1 small 70 0.1543 
Potato, flesh and skin, raw 1 large (3" to 4-1/4" dia) 369 0.8135 
  1 medium (2-1/4" to 3-1/4" dia) 213 0.4696 
  1 small (1-3/4" to 2-1/2" dia) 170 0.3748 
Lettuce, romaine, raw 1 head 626 1.3801 
*adapted from information on the NutritionData (2011) website. 
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Appendix N: Green Report Card for WPI 
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